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THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 13, 1970
U.S. SENATE,

SELECT COMMITTEE OW
NUTRITION AND HUMAN NEEDS

Trashingtow,D.C.
The select committee met at 10:10 a.m., pursuant to recess, in

room 1202, New Senate Office Building, Senator George M.
McGovern (chairman of the select committee) _presiding.

Present: Senators McG overn, Hart, Javits, Percy, and Pell.
Staff members present: Kenneth Schlossberg, staff director and

Gerald S. J. Cassnly, general counsel.
OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE MoGOTERN, OHAIRMA1.

OF THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON NUTRITION AND HUMAN
NZEDS

Senator McGovEnN. The Committee will be in order. This week
is National School Lunch Week. I can think of no More appropriate-
time to review the implementation of the recently enacted reform
measures of the National School Lunch Act.

Our hearings today will allow for this kind of review. Congress
clearly established that the right to a free or a reduced 'price school

ilunch s one that every needy- child in this Nation possesses.
Not since the passage of the original School 'Lunch Aet in 1946

has a F)iece of child nutrition: related legislitionproioised such a
heavy impact in,the fight to eliminate hunger and malnutrition from
the classrobin in Anienca.,,

But the time has come to guarantee_ deliverance of the intent of
that-promise. AccordinEly, I-41m `particill'arly Concerned that
identify the eligible children then and that we proceed to make
adequate provision of the fiinds ;hat it will take to feed -'-those

The adininietration has estirnated thatIthere are, 6.6
childrentaktheHeltse Coininittee-mi Xdiication,jind Labor esti_
that ic,,Ooniervative_estimate is 8.9..millimi:children-That,means that
under-W% ireviriA7,791 p-eropt, mOe children will be. pro
rTgb:t reclu-Arl;pripaAuA913-what:mwt vfp40 0 eaTRtine-th ;Igor ,

The increase we ire talking it:boil-C*111 require a 230 perce
"es in fund15:X41119-RINI!.1EACF;fisettl 1971 we are approjiIig nilr

t:eaSe., I Ine'rthat a mipplrniental -appropria-
ion will be urgiintly nee:d6a, imd I think: We,wist, Aiikef& lit clear to

those :schooldistricts, across_ the, OR& at, wciqibigiliatfo_':iupp13,'
this funding:-sci'_Ihii,t. :Can', now: on Witit,--cat:rAiig _out ',the
intent Of -Congiess to' fe alf :-f 14
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Senator Hart of Michigan who has suggested this hearing today
during National School Lunch Week is a member of this committee.
He has a statement he would like to make.

Senator Hart g

STATENEWI OF HON. num, A. HART, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF MICHIGAN

Senator HART- Thank you,_ r. Chairman. Clearly you have served
us all well in liringing u.s together during the school lunch week to
take a fresh look at where we are and where we will be heading.

Under your leadership aS cLairman of this committee, pubhc
attention was focused on the need, the case was documented, good
new legislation was 'passed, and funding was sharply stepped up.
But -We are a long distance yet from athieving the objective of .
putting a school limch before 'every youngster, that needs one.

Congreisman Perking,'" on September 21, pnt the facts in the
Congressidnal Record, and clearlY, based on the questionnaire, the
summary of which is contained in his statement, we can achieve our
goal .only with more adequate ftuiding.

Accerding to Congressman Perkins'- ,figure,s, additional funds in
the amount 'of $810 million will be require& this &Cal year.

Let's use Michigan as an example. When we expanded and ex-
tended-the school lunch .program in 1982, only one, ,out of five
Michigan schoolchildren was in a school that Served 'a hunch
program.

In Deiroit, the Agiire was lesk than one out of: nr6day, the
Michigan Pepulment 0f-,EdUcatioU repOrts that businesais "boom,-

Ilse their expression: IndiCationkearly in the sphool year are
that-they, -0,r0;'5 -Eirlding 160 eleinentary'achools. 'However, there are
3,700 elementary find° seeondar4iebbola in Michigan,, and of these

One-third; 1;i00,": are stilr ani; food' serVice.
Hdw niiieh'MiMeST Will, be p.6044 fiVIV11014kaii-tAri get a -lunch' to

ticierYT welicik aim? --well;!--baiireeiii*2d,mitiorciti34,$27 do-
;what petroit,does., Are going, o rim out of morry

if additiano:Itikida are' not made. aylailable 'before
fram f'dditiankt funds, ,Nr Chairman, the -fieiible" in

Micluau say that some'schools in needy areas will need some` relief
int lbrick- and' mortar" lor foo& seriTice T suggest we exp ore., e_
porkbility that under extreme rimed safcguar_ ; ,aprne`moia aiiilfiblel:forfeonttniOtion. fOr fObir viccs

OUr State omcials :;:#Airinieni.ded..-.8414.16riiii61-16f removin
a sdi:-'ecilifii441it'iii'tlie,se arieis 2'w-- 4 I A Api 7.1yfthly'ones Nvitli.the'poor children:- We hrttveecome a

of-the Way in the school,hingh rinon't
I .,70414,nrgik Ahat our ,ctkiiiiiittgeteileelittide'enufiniShiii- uthia_par-,$ 11;?,3 1 I .tw- QR.R4.

''MliJe, ilia 'ire get t tdditioriat's ney in supplem 'iiiiikinEi' 15; '. nmy :remaining barpers in
446

V able: ,--P"'.---.-1=, Vr4A-ITA _. ''
Al. v ,

r Alt U-- ra.614101,09-#:#,trt-ft1..,, . .., ,5

-ev. eil%)
iiii- '6* .

1,
itibT2- hY: :-...g,1 {:,- e--T= - 'wilta goal we had better re '-'-..1.'denetrthinkithe -people-o-rt.t.f. wri.aatefui

-consider expenditures fo feeding=hungry children ea
or inflationai--. .....-

_-,- '---- b
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We have to get on with the job of insuring that no child's life is
limited because malnutrition dulls his brain or slows his development.

If we get to the goal, we will have something to celebrate on
Thanksgiving.

Senator McGolarq. Thank you very much, Sena Hart. I think
your suggestions are well taken.

Our first witness this morning is a man eminently qualified to
testify before this committee on the subject of school lunch needs
of the Nation, Mr. Rodney Leonard, and I wish, Mr. Leonard, you
would come forward now, and we will be glad to hear your testimony.

STATEMENT OF MR.. RODNEY LEONARD, DIRECTOR,
CHILDREN'S FOUNDATION

Mr. LEoicAim. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
committee.

Mv name is Rodney Leonard and I am a consultant on child
nutrition programs to the Children's Foundation and also editor of
the Community Nutrition Institute weekly repori, which is a news-
letter on programs, activities, and people in the child nutrition field.

I have served as Administrator of Consumer and Marketing
Service and Assistant Secretary of Marketing and Consumer Affairs
in the USDA. In these positions I was responsible for the operation
of the school lunch and child nutrition programs, among others.

My comments here are based on this experience and on my con-
tMuing involvement in the effort to utilize the child nutrition pro-
grams as a delivery system to eliminate the lack of food as a cause
of malnutrition.

All evidence accumulating today indicates strongly that, instead
of having passed through the worst part of the war on hunger, we

e approaching a crisis of greater dimension than anyone can
imagine

I choose these words carefully, because I am concerned. My con-
clusion is based- on these observations:

1. The school lunch program is not reaching enough children;
2. The school lunch program is not reaching enough children

whose parents are poor;
3. The children who are being reached are not receiving ade-

quate nutrition 'necessarily; and
4. Except for the steadfast support of a few individuals and

this comirdttee's resolute stance, concern over malnutrition and
hunger is dissolving in public apathy.

I know of no other way to describe these conditions than as a
crisis, particularly whew they exist after:

L Four years of public attention, with multiple exposure in
all media;

2. Four years of congressional action to legislate new pro-
grams, and, most recently, to modernize the National School
Lunch Act.

3. Four years when every appropriation request sub-flitted by
the administration has been fulfilled, by the CongreSk

And what has been the impact? Here are some faetS developed
by comparing a survey of school lunch performance for the 1969-70
school year. I am submitting a copy of each for the record.-(The material referred to follows:

7
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WHY CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS FAIL

By Rodney E. Leonard

FOREWORD

This pamphlet was produced by Rodnrv E. Leonard under a grant

from The Children's Foundation.

From 1967 to 1969, Mr. Leonard was Administrator of Consumer

and Marketing Services in the United States Department of Agriculture.

Prior to that, he held other posts in the Department, served as

assistant to the Governor of Minnesota and worked as a newspaper

reporter.

while xhe views expressed in this paper are Mr. Leonard'

all of us share responsibility for the appalling situation outlined

here.

Washington, D.C.,
December 3, 1969

Charles_U.- Daly
President
TheChildreni Foundation--
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The United States is faCed with an embarrassing situation: an

over-abundance of food and a large segment Of-the population that

goes hungry or is malnourished.

Two major efforts exist to cope with this problem. One consists

of the family food assistance programs, su h as food stamps and

commodity distribution, '!esignd co help low income families obtain

more food. As others have shown, family food assistance programs

are an inadequate response to the conditions of poverty in which 25

mil ion or more Americans live today.

The other major effort consists of child nutr tioh programs,

principally school lunch. This paper examinee the failure of-that

effort.

From the beginning, the iagi lation 'eariblishing theat. pr--r

took note of those children Whose parentaare poor. i4hen Congress

wrote the National School Lunch Adt of 1946 specifid provision as

made for these children in ianguagewhiCh says lunches will be pro-
,

vided ee or a redueed=v0rices, without .discrimination,

:childr who#are determined by lo al school authorities

'to PaY the full pri
.,12

to all

to' he unable

--
.1.Report ofthe Pres dent'p_Oommiasion on Income Maintenance,- _ _

November:1969. See alsw;-:Hearings--of-the.Senpte-Se/aet,.CommittepT,,._
on HUnger anti Malnutrition,_90th Congress, 2d session; Hunger; U.S.A.,

and Stili',Hia*y im,Amaricaie_t. al.-

2See Appendix i-for a brief description of the legislatida of
_ _ _

all child nutrition programs.
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Taking "note" apparently was not enough. For all the pious

the inability of the .scheol :lunch prograis to.respond to

Ognized -44 years -ago' Ts graphically illustrated
efforts to prdyide free and reduced price

it-Tonal edae
analyeia

lunches (See Table 1.)

In 1967, aeveral 'women's organizationuzade a study .of- the'

school lunch program. Their Daily Bread ;was tJie firs t Compre,

hensive, analysis of the 'inadeqUaCies in this national program
;..It helped to galvanize congressiOnal Action but the response still

;

haa :beenqfar., -short' of thenbe _

Their tiaily Bread Showed that two out of three children did not

par .1Cipate the: WatTonir.. petio0121.40&h_ ogram..NwtheatLo is

The ifiret Vuli'VeY''fOundT,the greateri_the need of
;

r neighborhodd-- -; the les s 3the commUnity was able
"7:

Meet' it. r-,,Thia _do efur

there )are Chtldrerr!under .-1134yeara

publ,Lc: jteechos f hc2O1-mi1liort9w, served.a school
!

miilion attend scho1s with
wil-ok_ten oflhese

ithek-s,Setiate Select

he --14'1Unch P o

_ based

----lunch rin an average
Is-

^-41.14,Tee:311

Irt_elaldteni



1
 
V
n
n
h

B
 
'
e
a
k
f
i
a
t

G
u
i
d
e
l
i
n
e

o
1
i
c
y

2
4
8
1
1
1
 
k

.
L
.

S
m
i
o
o
l
 
F
e
s
i
u
.

1
9
6
8
 
-
 
6
9
 
%

1

A
D
P
'

!
2

9

l
d

J
3 9

R
P

'

6

N
o
.
 
A
F
/
C

m
i
d
 
e
z
,

7 9
6
 
6

8

N
o
.
 
1
1
8
8
4

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n

4
a
l

, 1 ,1

1
0

A
0
F

1
1

,

9

$
0
.
1

F
r
e
e

I
s
e
e
k
f
a
s

N
o

S
c
h
o
o
l
,

s
t
a
l
e

L
a
e

A
p
p
r
o
v
e
d

6
0
1
6
9

o
.
P
l
e
n
e

l
a
/

7
8
7
,
7
2
4

5
1
0
,
6
2
8

6
4
 
1

1
0
1
 
5
1
6
 
1
2
 
0

3
2
7
,
5
0
0

3
1

1
1
4
4
,
3
1
.
1

,

4
1
.
6

3
9
,
4
1
5

5
 
0

4
6
 
,

1
1
9

1
1

,

,
,

1
1
1
,
4
7
:
7

M
E

1
6
5
,
6
0
2

11
11

3
0
,
8
5
5

i

0
,

6
2
,
2
6
4

1

E
l

5
0

4

4
6
,
6
3
3

a! 6
.

3
7

1
1
 
0
,
,

7
6

1

1

2
9
6

1
1
7

,

,
 
A
k
h
i
m
u
s
l
I
F

4
1
4
.
1
7
3

-
.
1
.

1
8
6
,
4
1
3

4
9
8
.
1
2
9

2
8
0
,
5
0
6

8
0
,
4
9
2

2
0
2
,
1
3
5

4
0

1
4
9
,
6
 
8

5
3
.
5

,
5
,
0
1
,
7

1
.

8
3

3
9
5

3
5
5

,

.
.

O
s
l
i
f
o
r
n
i
A
'

8
2
7
,
0
0
0

7
3
,
1
4
3

3
.
5

1

4
7
2
,
8
7
6

1
6

3
9
6
,
6
3
2
5
!

6
,
0
0
0

0
.
3

2
1

1
,
1
.
0
0

6
6
0

7

0
1
1
4
m
4
o
1

2
2
2
.
6
4
7

,
 
4
4

1
3
,
9
7
3

2
 
0

6
0
,
C
2
6

2
3

4
5
,
9
3
9

1

5
,
1
7
2

1
,
0

1
1

1
8
1

1
8
1

1

i
'

4
6
0

1
1
1
9
1
,
3
4
4
E

7
,
5
4
8

4
5
 
0
5
5
1

1
?

3
9
,
3
6
1

9
9
.
1

1
8
,
7
0
5

4
.
1

6
1

.

D
e
l
m
a
n

,
l
q
a
,
2
4
1

-
-

6
8
,
4
6
4

,
,

.
.
.
.
5
4

1
2
2
,
6
2
8

2
0

1

1
0

.
.
2

iim
0.

1
30

4
8
 
1

,

_
.
.

'
1
3
0
,
6
0
5

3
6
,
4
6
9

2
8

2
0
,
5
4
2

3
2
,
3
1

6
8

2
2
,
8
9
6

8
9
.
7

,
8
.
6
6
5

8
.
7

1
,

-

,

F
l
o
r
i
d
a
.
;
 
:

.
.

2
7
0
,
4
1
2

7
7
4
,
3
6
9
,
f
4
0

1
,
 
2
7

1
1
 
2
4
3
,
3
9
4

3
3

1
4
5
,
7
1
9

5
5
.
8
-.

j5
,
0
5
2

0
.
5

4
3

6
7

7
2

0

G
e
o
r
g
i
a
:

0
1
4
,
1
4
4

7
1

1
5
8
,
5
6
3

,

,

3
5
7
,
3
5
9

1
 
4
4

,
2
4
3
,
2
0
1
 
,

5
.
5
 
2

0
.
5

5
8

1
9
 
,

L
9
1

1
5
9
,
8
1
9

.
,

7
2
4

4
 
6

1
8
,
4
2
3

4
0

1
2
,
4
6
0
f
f

, ;
I
n
n

,
.
.

0
1

2
5
2
,
3
6
9

7
8
,
7
3
5
a

2
2
a
l

2
4
 
0
 
1

1
1

1
4
,
9
0
2

1
7
.
7
 
,

u
i

e
l
1

1
1
1
s
o
l
s
,
.
4

3
9
2
,
7
8
6
1
6

,
,
 
3

1
.
4

2
9

,
3

3
,

7
.
0

1 ,
1
 
2
7
9

1
,
1
7

,

f
e
w

1
2
4
,
7
1
1

6
1

,

'

5
1
 
8

1
1
,

B
,
 
" i
l
l31

2
.
0

8
1

3
3
9

a
l
l

.
.

-
6
2
5
,
4
7
4

3
4
4
,
9
2
0

,

1
1

5
1

1
1

,

1
2
!

1
3
.
8
a
l
l
i
n
i
n

1
5
.
1

4
6
1

4

,

K
an

an
a

3
9
1
,
2
1
6

5
1

.
3
7
 
3
 
3
O

H
M

N
E

I
.

1

1
8
0

IM
F 

40
51

11
11

11
11

11
[
 
N
e
t
/
W
O
.
 
,

8
8
1
8

:

, 4
4

'
 
.
9
4
,
0
0
0

1
4
 
2
6
3
4
1
4

3
5
11

2E
 4

7,
1
9
4
,
9
3
0
 
i
n
!

2
1

19
5

1
9
0
.

.

m
a
n
s
e

2
4
 
1
2
1
1

m
e
r
e

1
y
 
A
t
t
e
n
d
a
n
c
e
-

l
y
 
F
e
r
i
c
i
p
e
t
i
c
s
r
,

l
a

e
oi

-c
ol

ur
aa

3
,
 
5
,
 
7
,
,
 
9
 
a
n
d
 
1
1
,

t
a
p
s
 
w
e
e
 
f
i
a
u
c
e
d
 
h
y
 
t
h
e
 
s
i
m
p
l
e

ra
t i

n
d
i
c
a
t
e
d
.

4
.

F.
a

ea



bo
ol

 ts
m

c2
6r

M
da

at
C

ul
de

lln
a 

9o
lic

y

-. --
'A

D
P

3 2:
1

4 rit
ey

-,
,-

5

2 4:
1

6

N
o.

 A
IM

'
C

hi
ld

re
n

7 2 4:
6

8
a.

 E
SE

A
id

ra
n

17
67

9 1. 4:
3

10 A
O

P

IL
L 7.

1
!I

12
,

2
Fr

ee
ke

ak
iia

t

So
,

O
cE

oo
I

D
is

tr
in

e

N
o.

lm
 'e

ns

A
pp

ro
ve

d
6 

30
 6

9
o.

Pl
an

ja
w

:.

--
L

ou
is

ia
na

--
- 

91
3,

99
8

60
5,

74
8

,-
74

90
,9

33
-9

.9
29

4,
48

3
. 3

23
5,

96
2

44
.2

U
,0

31
1.

4
81

. 7
0

70
0

,3
1

55
.1

5,
02

3
.

.

. 8
35

,1
93

1
.

4
12

,4
56

66
.9

 ,
1,

1 
01

 0
.7

29
7

29
7

ry
le

ad
:,.

...
...

,
72

9,
99

5
J9

3,
15

8
40

15
.1

93
,3

02
61

,2
46

19
 1

-

3,
45

4 
0.

5
88

I

24
1

0.

16
01

11
9#

1.
1'

,4
1:

21
68

5 
m

17
5

66
50

6.
6

6
48

,8
81

7 
'

10
5 

05
7

77
, .

i9
2

53
 1

1 
9 

7
0.

2
86

35
1

lU
ct

itS
an

53
9,

82
9

.
,

.
55

4,
52

8
,.

-
41 .

7 
58

9
te

.,
it

7 
i

'

98
9

0.
3,

65
0

,
3

1

in
lil

aS
77

3,
87

1
45

7.
,5

5.
59

,B
1

,1
16

.1
11

11
11

1
2,

0
0.

3
.

3
,

1

1.
24

4
1

1
1

'

M
ia

al
as

dp
pi

54
0,

08
0

38
0,

57
,3

7
1

9/
 3

20
,7

30
w

23
5,

29
5

.
6,

43
51

 1
.2

10
9

14
9 

.
13

0

,

M
os

1
01

1,
41

2
52

3,
78

7
51

19
6

30
if

f,
,6

1
1,

31
4

0.
1

78
72

9
al

l
0

,

.
.,. M

on
ta

na
16

15
59

37
,3

10
35

5,
49

7
3.

4
24

 0
2

'

16
,5

78
3 

.4
_ 

B
L

S 
.0

.5
10

0
73

0
1

2 
0

&
br

as
26

6,
31

3
12

,7
g3

54
la

 9
 7

3.
8

60
,0

08
'

37
,3

46
26

.9
,

51
7

0.
2

37
I

t
71

r,
.,

,
Il

ev
ad

A
11

.3
...

19
 4

24
17

1,
72

5 
,

3,
71

6 
'

4
88

1 
35

.5
48

5 
, 0

.6
22

17
.

13
0

li
H

am
P4

a
9'

'
' .

71
)4

01
.4

1
N

.A
.

I
2,

4
8

5
S.

L
.

11

90
0 

I
1.

0
16

1
17

3
al

l
1

0

E
n 

Je
rs

ey
66

,5
24

24
6,

,0
02

_.
3

25
,3

27
12

6,
33

4
1 

5 
7 

7
23

.3
4,

78
2

0,
4

97
1

57
3,

32
1

13

7
,

L
lia

v 
M

eo
ci

co
.._

no
 d

a
, a

up
pl

i
L

r,
,

.. 
Se

a 
Y

or
k

16
0

0
13

41
7,

50
0

13
 .4

85
,2

81
40

5.
58

.4
50

3
4,

90
0

0.
21

98
74

7
'9

74
0

N
or

th
ro

1L
na

08
4,

04
6

77
6,

19
8

76
15

5,
99

3
15

 , 
'4

56
,0

19
E

35
4,

52
7

6.
10

,6
40

1.
0

79
1

- 
15

7
-1

57
'

1

, et
ch

 D
a1

w
a

13
0

8 
,

7

77
9,

63
5

52

11
1

39
,3

'1
11

11
11

M
10

11
56

.6
01

3.
7

25
7,

32
0

2
19

4,
25

11
1

29
10

0 
2

I

35
,5

49
2.

4

6.
3

11

E
S . N

M
0 0

Q
uo

11
,7

27

ro
-m

.

'



tO
znt*4,,ox.11,1r.!..m

o!m
11*.f

II

,,'

,

o
allO

n
M

il,
a

0
1"

°91
11111111116

91

I
,

0 r.
..

cot
i6cc

....,

,

=
G

il
L

69t 111110
9

1

..
'W

M
 SI'",'

,6W
01

6
go, g

6tE
1t

vz.
i

"ignagg
k

row
relnef

.L
 . ' r......;-

,

O
m

issi
6

if
£06 lc

11111111119' 16
690

6gig..19r
T

r-.7,!,
1,..

.:
,

1

lial
916

1
9C

1
I
I

S
i

'
Z

ocrcr

-1-Fir"-I

1"
h

.

L
ill'

.9
lit L9

M
I

O
tt

It illtt'9c ill
O

C
9I9 ,

-rti,
.'21-111

K
igisal, 1

1 i alinialliii01111
1

ii
s

.
i ii

tngt
lia

9 .1
.

L
 i

0t1'19t. '1'

l'ILI,£94

66T

6

9,o

°4 rs.n

,
3111341.114,

L
IM

P
a

a
si

99
ifil

l
, 9

i
,114

6091
90 " 1111

111
.

al
,-:-.-* 1114r

vit
1

to
tf9'il

1

a
6c61LZ

glit T
itle 3

6
6

;III
,

.......1

=
ismIII

M
I T

 V
O

L
 I

M
I'

'
1

Itlins'io
A

 1.37'ISO

.A
I:4;r"

W
I

1
6.

vs
Illim

L
IE

'S
1 m

rnom
 tw

os,
C

.

111111111111M
ill"

M
O

N
 41 1"

, 1
i.S1O

:
'

7 `-phrpt botti,

M
I 61111611

11.111111

09

gil
SIM

II11111114
=

IV
 cr166966

,
oz

oc
c

t
0

,

teci 6
T

:
0,., si

filip
.

,
.

....,

611111111111
11111111i"E

''°' .21
II

'
'
6
e
'
i
i
i
i

i
l
i
a

1

P
a3 a

gugyvo
99 O

r 9
paroaddy
rand 'or

I
*m

pg
'

3 envoi
a 0?.
%

£C
Y

.

C
I

2
L

a
:9

7.
,

V
III

-
6

2
1

U
D

 *09

9

all .
i,

1919

4('
1.'.1q.n)

.

A
,.,

L
alloa

guggep,
.

3 III
g

,
1,,

toPL
PS.

.
...,.

.
.



212

There are about, eight million children
7
whose families cannot

afford the cqgt of. a school meal. ,Three, million receive a lunch

free .or ,at reduced ,c flYe,m-1.1-14oh who at. Of the remoining

SS to the aunch program, three million, could,

be served immediately because they: attend, schools where the program

operated. Theremaining two miilion attend schools where

now available

While _the .Congiess,,,both ,in the ,National School Lunch- Act. of

1946, and the Child Nutrition Act ,of 1966, paid lip sepvice pia a

moral responsibility for child ,nutr the_ legislation and the

form of its administration are predicated on economic interests.

Congress passed on the legal responsibility for child nutrition to

the Staten and _local, school districts. Th.! Erc7utive Branch

recognizes .,that ,the:_power center. in food, reL.' . closer. to,_ the,

economic ;interests pf-those who _cap afford. to produc,e, market, .

procesa or cbrks,uma, rath,er ,than,with Lt.hose w,hu-cannot. _

a,4resu1t-the,administratiye-structure of,,the ,child

ition ,,programs is nmeans, primarily of .d is tributing -,inaiequate

rearources,,,in mannero minimizethe_. possibility ,_of. rfraud
_ _ _ _

-

-in'rhe programs And: therefore, public eendure, rather-than to---,-,7,. ,. ,_

usp9Ack.5941314WIL *11.4,0Rejemri n1aer etk:4

R940'4:,..thentee4AA44 q4a dLctate5how,-the. ,.4re rspent,

-lC vmAr! r-y-pvttyvr urcr; 5 .±-!-1A
01:J-bpi-get and ,Malnutrition places

gnrc:Akt W4tAil,10144:501.0 opikr Ar14ikiE0-AktlinAee4owt,nuilibe.c e
t 62_11111,3:ion. ;ITli:USDAjsutec,..thefighie -,at 6. 7 million. The

-1105_q1pri,ca40-0'1,40-Arigliciip0.41,44ritkuticAt4Actin24sittPist-1 r.tWO out /
-of-five _petsotis poirerty _ veers_ or_under.- _This figure in= _

-eiesaholit 8 nil:ills& sahoâl _

4 e `tn."17 -o;irxjA,', 54r4.4-MEP4,1:1-1, rY.--.. Ic-Lkt
,i. n -,i-tv ,X9,21:4-' TrAw...Li- 4474,sripikrlel ell,",1- .1;4.

.
1,14., ,,......,,

_ '
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At the state and local levels; whe e legal authority presumably

rests, the child nutrition programs are in .L'acoherent shambles. One

example of the gross mis-adminietration of the program by the states
is the apparent diversion of millions of dollars appropriated to
supply free and reduced price lunches for needy children.- Under

Section 25 of the Agricultural Appropriations Act of 1968, engineered

by Representative Carl Perkins, an additi nal $45 million was author-
ized for this purpose. But most states apparently are u ing these
funds to hold down the prices of regular 'school -lunchee--in effect,

benefiting the middle-claas youngsters and diluting c: special effort
to provide an adequate diet for the po

According to the IT.S. Department of Agric tura (USDA), $32.6
million o the Perkini Monies were 'tiled 'te'prov de free leaches Over
end above the existing program for free lunches and. helped -te faide
the number of children receiving them to Just -.over th

This represents an iner a of ,only about' 400000 above-the:-fignre''
for the 1967=68 lineal ,year Perkins funds -='W intended'te boost
the ntimber of 'free 'and._redueed_ price -lunches ciaser to -four million
on ':theeverage'daY.;,-or: at -leaat-. million-More ahildren than in ----the
previous schnol2year

Questionnalres8sentto -the state ,Eichdol lUneh d1ree4tors-th' the

simmer -of '1969-- fiitethe Senate -Select Committee -On;Nutritioniand Rumen

Needs (the McGovern Committee) show that almost -$27.7 miilion veva
- lYsr- "f L- ;

spento,forqfree '--1Unches---through'etate -Eidifihisterad A programs ,..cleiring"
L.1. _ t frtIr-"; :90.1

thaperied.3,196E1- -t=-Thesemifurida=-ware"4neiliied ,at "n4 rati' Whtch=for

8
All except two states, New Mexico. and South Dakota, filed re--ports with the McGovern Counittee, which were unpublished-at,the,time-this paper was written., _

1-5
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at Least the last three months of the school year could have pro-

vided over a million additional free lunches a day.
An !analysis of the data indicates that an-estimated 54 per cent

of this money was diverted to other school lunch purpoaes and did

not find 'its .way .to children who need afree or reduced price lunch.

A third of the States were able to translate, fully the Perkins

meney: into Additional- free 'or reduced ?rice lnches for needy

children. Eightlstates :spent the additional funds with no measure

able results. (See Table B.)

Cleerly, state& and local school distri ts substituted Perkins

moner to :pay_ for lundhed which befere_ heUil heen pr Vided free or a

tate: and localreduced prices_ from other federal source's nr from

funds in sotne southern states, where funds untie

d Secondary Edticatien!AatilESE-AY lutd' been cite o
,

the Elementary

fbEncoifige

,ifeeter sehnol .desegregation; :the -.parkine.: MoneY: was used to make .nr*
E

the difference!-where ESEA:finide- had been carmrked or'-sehbol

(Ie,-:the,.1966-6777sehonl year. i'flnore than 3O million of EFEA
,. ;v1-, EUrals were ,:used for ,school- lUnchesd

-

?districts', in the Abeence,:of Strong-state end

'federal- upervison will ratidaelizeithe yse 'of the Perkins funds

tb meet- rtaing piogi'am

t
-, -executive in8tru'pti4n.

; i-'sehodl lpnchdirectors

CemmitteLsr'
7 VA 1

o-

7. 1 -'-- - ---1-.- T-;-`,Cost:s. contraryl to Congressiona4:-i intent and -
f ! i : I -: . Z-

.;. ,
It ris revealing that the spokesmen for state

i 3 -'t I- A --

advdeated this 4p_osition _before; the Appropriation
, 4 ,0

'Statistical Report, Fiscal Year
and Secondary Education Act of 1965.
tion & Welfare.

t

1967, Title I/Year II, Elementary.
U.S. Department of Health, Educe.-
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While the Perkins funds provided some increase in the nUmber

of free and reduced price lunches during the 1968-69 school year,

most of the more densely populated state

price lunches to fewer than four per c

school. More than 15 per.cent should be

New YOrk comes clese with 13 per ce

The less Urban states, other than ,,phosn_t,he outheaSternl-
,

provided free And reduced

of the!chiidren attending

,

gible neZionally. Only

region,-show no better performanc . -:MoSt do not exred five erceut ..
4 4

The southeastern states excludingiVirgnia--providel.it_least

nine

manY

per cent of-echool children:with -freeor reduced price-,,lundhes.

exceed 15 per cent, with South tarollun-ItopPinrifin-TtiViiith

23 per cent.--

chOdran mat iA;ftenITUf%-inedii:

clearly-by comparing the number-of free ori

numberTof-lhildten in
4 -

The present gap

nutrition can be seen

In reachi

reduced price lunches to the

welfare. This compariaon in

duced price luncheS go to

nway &plink
these Chil'Ore45r--ith

T ,

ones who need such assistance4'

att./Ali) freenor rer
I

-
th y frethe_oply

g
five states and the pistriet of-Co

L-4 A'
-reduced-priceInnches'atn,,rstet_ecineP

of children,infamilies

cenW-Iltio'st

laski

umb 'free'br

_han=half -number,-

ops3the1lijt le-99Per
-

t-e_ceedt n:per,cent

greater u.

stLprpiida
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and Illinaii, MiChig n and Idaho 'had:1T per cent rataa: Tharest, f-
11

the mo't part, huddled tegethir t2rittda'-of-betwein 20-and' 40 per Cent.

Another Meisu e of the overall periorthinies-tli statga-ii 'the com-

parison of the number of free lnnches' seved on a-daily'besis with' the

number Of chtldrCn cited by states ender Title i'ef the ElementerY and
.

Secondar Educition'Act _ eding aPeCiil asaiStance

Only three states--New York, Alaska and utah--claimed to serve-

more free lUnches than-the' nUmber ofTitle'I:Childien. Of the others,

only this-biattici bi Colembih'exceided'70'ler cefit;'ind'the-reit''or

the'Stitei ràO&d frOM 13 per 'eget in3/11iOgie to 68 pgi 6-ant in'tonéh

Carolina.

-

Urban-states, as U Uch'M se-than their lesi

hbere the-Orban'states, for eximPie,'generallkPreVided'frei

lundhaa'to'aii-o4uiVaient ofno more than 30 per cent of the Title I

children. 'The lest-4014n'

par'ea

ThOextentóf

nother comPerstive'

At --howev nerally- above JO ."

iliUStrated by

than even Cut of ten 'states

di&hot preVidMfreedlundh hèqLvAlntof hAlf 116 Children

used teljustify''the'iMiiUnt4.6i'Titiiieiey the-44taieS:--reCeiVe.

-TheiituitiCfi-i4eraing'fre-e''and-i4AUC&I price

Perkins monies': in A:, iCUlev"ia'only'the MOst'glaring eicamp e

of hoie'theP-neiWChileie:ShOrteh'inged'.'"The'sChOOlhreakfaSt-pragram
- . -

-which-began its-fourth season in 1969,-_-is another.

the-

able.A, page
!

2Table A, page 3. OUthe48 states,responding to the question-
naire, 46,provided-AUfficient,data to MAke thii analyaiU,-and 35Were
belew%the 50 per dent Mark;:',

r2.7
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,Anthorised_by-the Child Nutrition,Act of 1966,the school,

breakfast program sei2ved an average of 300 000 children e ch day.

In 36 states, participation in the breakfast program was /ess

than 1.5 per cent of the children attending Schoo1.13 In 24 states,

:participation was less than haif of one

did participation exceed 10 per cent of

=cc.

per cent. In only four states

students in daily attend-

Two of the four.atateaare in Appalachia-7Kentucky, where. 30

par cent of the school children were perved,breakfast, and West

Virginia, where 16 .per cent of the students ate breakfast_at school.

The third is Arizona, where 11 per cent of students used the program.

Tha,fourth.is Rhede island, where 38 per cent of the schoolmhildren

wereaerved breakfast, moon though only eight per cent of the_schools

equippedio.,serve.amals Are in the progrem If states representing

three:geographical:regions with snob diverse. social .. and economic

characteristics can achieve a level of performance in the breakfast .

program distinctly seperior.to other states obviouely-,the_pregram

rk _a-nationalrather than.a state or. ,r,gional,0s.

It ia.lworth. noting. that_Lealonr HLateswhlch appear to be.

Movinguthej3cOgram_alneg,. the, percentagaof_ choolawhichserve,

breakfasts, is lessthae the percentage of stndentawho.eat.them.

--A reasenable:condlUaion is that the Ftograre is beinw offered in-

nooXs,where2the,need.ia:great.,and.where,the response more than-

. justifies the program,,s
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One argument in defense ofthe state performance with the breakfast

program is a claim that Congress is stingy. Laat year $3.5 Million'

was aPpropriated for breakfasts, hardly a magnificent sud. yet, With

freedorn to direct the-$45 million Perkins fund, the states chooae to

put only $2 million more into breakfasts. Since each state receives a

proportionate-share of breakfast'funds, and each state had the sane

degree of choice with the Perkins moneY,'-the variable factor appears

to'be the degree of state and loCal concern.

The other major neW child nutrition prograth is -_e Vanik Program,

Section 13 of the National School Lunch Adt, enacted in Nay 1968.

It authorized for thd first tine federal support for meal service--

breakfast and/or lunch--in children's activities outside the school.

But the tardiness of the Congress in allowing child-feeding te-follow

'the-child appears to be carr'iing over into-the'adminiiiration of this

program.

TWhLle the Congress appropriated $10 million for the Vanik

FrograM in fipeal:yeari1969, the USDA'a eeorde shoW that ônly$3.4

million was spent. In-nearings in March 1969 before'the Ho-

Appropriationa Shbeotheittde en AgriEülttre,theDepartht re4hd tdd
, . _

$20 billion for fiscal year-1970. ThWO'Millienirreaae _was needed

becauee "From reports ri-e'have ofthe intereit'eMpreased in-the -program,

great---16-erL

INharings Department of Agriculture Appropriatione for 1970,
'Part 5, Bousa of RepresentatiVes, Ninety-First Congress- Firstsession.
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.Shortly after.this statement,the USPA Tey fed ita,budger, and,

in.april. Proposed cutting.$10,million fr.a this program. flowever,

the Department recommended increasing fuels ,te,"insure the avail-

ability of rank to summer camps, childcaregenters and schoois that

do not have food service programs." 15
, _ _ .

This shifting of fiscal gears,has all the hallmarks of paring,. ..

a budget to fit both tp...2: ,dictates_of the Bureau-ef the dget and-,

the dairy interpsts. It_helpstnunderetand prioritieawbena program

to provide a complete meal for children is_ slashed in favor of, one

which provides only milk.

Even e.hrief review 9f actual experience in,the states indicates

16the Vanik.program did not start late,.asgome claim. ./t just did

not start. NearLy. two out of, five st4tes did not raplytta,the.

McGovere,Committee!s re9ualt.for data on this pae,t,afthe child

nutrition program. many, of these states are prohibited from,admini -

tering progrems outside the school system. .0f, those states which

did repOFt ea,tha_liani-r9gramr,tharecordsishowthat-of more. than

$2.9 million s4ad tor,:-.theDe_parFm04 ovcr$75O,OOO was rgturnpd_

unaPan.. 104.1athararare,49. detatAv4ilat9A.1,1 the ,fact-rhe,USDA spept

lasa than $1 million40.9stehl1Sh nonschool-feeding projects
!

states_where it, administers -the rm direcr ylseiggest the.s
_

may aimply-refleat'.tho DePartmentli own leek of enthuPiassi.
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There are now only 15 projects under the Vanik Program in'

. ,

California, 50 in New York, 5 in New Jersey and 53 in Illinois

However, rather than make the effort to strengthen the program, th

decision apparently was made to use its State ef anemia as an-exeuse

to reduce the propesed budget bY the 810 million.

When turns frOm the special programs to the sohool lunch

program as a whole, the situation i- equally 'abysmal. AMong State_

coisidered urbanthose with a Oopulati*on density signifiCin ly

average--the mai_rity do not provide any lunchnervice innven

above

,

half of their elementary schools. New Jersey and Pennsylvania, for

example, maintain lunch programs in only one-third of their elemen-

tary schools.

Where lunch service available participation by eieMentary

school students in urban states rareiy is greater than 50 per cent.
_

Of 13 urban states and the kétrià

participation higher

Pik cent.

CofuMhia, coniy three reOnit

rng rh. ;nos densely populated atea,.by contrast, the number

of elementary 'schools serving lunch rarely drops below 50 -per cent.

ie higher percentageMOst range-he'Ween:66 aüd 60 per cen

more coMMon. ,Partipipation:in

of the experience in urban stateai' :Moen le_

.%,144
these.progrems alee'ie'the reverse

-report partitipation rates excledine60.'per:d

2-0

Unches to 80 to 90 per.

-In setondary

tter in. all stateig.

.densely populated states

and ieveral.serVe

eut of elementary attiac

availability of foed service .is uniformly

e4 drop.below the 80 p r cent lel
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However, the program in the more densely populated states

rarely serve more than 40 per cent of students in attendance on a

given day, while the leas urban states report half or more of the

aecondary students are participating.

When the data for all school children a e analyzed, program de-
.

iencies are even mars depressing. Urban states are distinguished

for their poor perforwance-,-Nw Jersey, for example, serves less than

20 per cent of its school children. The less urban states appear to

be better; most reach 50 per cent or more and several attae a rate

above 70 per cent. 17

In the 57 cities with more than 250,000 population the school

lunch program is even more pointedly not doing an adequate

situati n underscores the absence of a natienal prog am

the lack of state programs. (See Table C.)

With an averege daily attendance reported in

nearly seven million children tn schools of the 57 la

and emphasizes

1969 at

gest cities

only 2.2 million eat lunch in school, or slightly over a third of

those attending on an average schooay. About,one in six ehildren

attend schools where food aervice is not available.

While the 57 largest Cities account for about 13 per cent of all

school Children, they;acceunt for only eight per eent of average daily

pArticipa;tom While 10 per eent of the natthes school children are
. . .

"without food-service, nearly lfe-per cent of 'the Children in the- 57

largest-oitee _nffer ;hie indignity. :Propertionally more children

from.Jow income homes attend thtse acheola=
;1, ,

7See Table A ,page
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Individual cities vary, but cities in the No theast and MidWe

which account for 90 per cent of all uiban schools and 94 pet cent

of all ghetto schoola without food service--aie the moot:inadequate.

Baltimore: Food service is denied to neaily oemo children,

Boston:

Buffalo:

or nearly 34 per cent of the school population.

Where lunches are served, only one in five children,

participate.

Over 40,000 children, pi ne out of to, attend

school where food seryi e ia not aVailable. Of-those

who can get lunch, onlyjtalf do.

Almost half--32,0004afthe'children attend schoo1s

without lunch serviee;and two out

dents from lower incomi:areas.:Of the,city.

of three of those wiotiave innch aerViee make use

hite are stu-

Only one

Of it..

Jersey City: Of the ci

Ohio

35 schools 27 do not piolri4s food:

. _

servicw. Nearly 25,000 ehildren,-orr 68 per cent o
.

hi children attending-ichool' are denied lunch

TWO-lint-of three ofthose children live in low income

niighboihoods

' V ,
. _

oms 400,000 of the.572 0.00 'Children_in school have

-
edrees food service, bUtrOnl '82 000're eiv Meals

A
on the average :day. Over .50_,000....childrerv.attend_42

_

ghetti schools _where food service it not aVailable..
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Detroit: Over 292,000 are enrolled in the school system, but .

91,000 attend s hools--inpluding 58 000;from 70

ghetto schools--where they are denied food services.

Of the 200,000 in schools with food service, only

60,000 are served-lunch op the average day..

Of the large cities in the Northeast, six Operate school systems

where nearly half or more of the children are denied food service.

The most unenviable record among states is undoubtedly the large city

performance in Ohio. Of the state's six large cities,.two deny food

service to 60 per cent or more of the children in school, two exclude

between 40 to 50 per cent and one withholds

cent of the children in attendance..

AO ihe'state-by-state and city-by-city di repancie ml-at ind cate,

food service from 30 per

ope key to -this chaotic situation is in the

s; u

program by the States and the individuals at the state level who bear

'that 'responsibilitY

administration of the

Child feeding programs are, as

and ere inn-

their status

18 1957..E.,,Alien-uateman.,-former Commission of,..Sublic InStruetion

tor the State of Utah, said, "Ap -an .sninyited guest at the educational
servAce ,han,euRgeasfinllin rinkrthe.: gainut iet!hegleet,

Of of &ea' 'of. artier _aud hae,n0.4 entered the approved portals

wPtip.ti,en4;kler,it mensagn appnr-
Critly-Vasori -tittered through to most' state".sahoel lunch perionnel

...Tn..ths-rtaiAsif,A9A901 a direnter./.,SCpm e,,Elsrge) atate naidcl.-:-rsterring
to the d§DA.roiti in raid nutiitioni "i think:the- (scheol lhfich) program
'wool& deisaickpitt941 if itscre,iel education- ratherl.:tharegriculture'."

directpr: of a midweetnin state?s Program said in a retent inter-
view, ratertiegr,tn,his lnek of px,c;gessiposi' edneationn1;aradantisis,r,,,

`"Yoti-knOW, areund here we are looked epoo as sort of a. seeond class

nen."

nel agencies,

individuals who, by and large, tend to be concerned with

n: eaucational hierarchy.18 Many sense the 'lack of a
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AWM*MAO.NWeWm6-.,

background in education puts them at a disadvantage. If their attitude

is a reflection of the professional educator's view of child nutrition,

then the right "Union card" is more important than program goals,

whether it is to provide nutrition or-educattonal nourishment.

This sensitivity among 'school food service direators cannot be

ignored, particularly when they occupy the key position in the child

nutrition program complex. By legislative design, administrative

practice, bureaucratic intent and program structure, they can make the

decision which determines which children are fed. The state director,

particularly with more federal funds arriving in the form of block

grants, can spend or withhold program money as he or she determines.

There is no national model -which all the states follow. At least

eight states operate the school lunch program without legislative
- .

authority) and rely on general authority of the state to accept Or. 7 k. .

reject Cash or other forms of federal largese. Of the states which

consider-the nutritional health oT chi/Aran:important enough to specify

their. concern in legislation, many simply authorize school beards to

establish lunch programs 7 Others --spell out in.-Tore detail .how the

program Shall be operated. ;,:Less -than a dozen appropriate state funds
w-a ca. Ir.to finance lunches. ._Mest appropriate only theAminimal-amount-necessary

to .aciminiater :th& programs. - LI -current prac'tiretxthi's tierjusre.enoughJ c..rio1,1r.;ILLs 4-4.Z, :FA .Lidaga fttk-Lga 4,tr4;=-; fil44
,reeciikpst

._, -41°,6 41 seo4oEF:t

°tItY11404-it,) ,-4rate fifnktit *1-Otif., ttOP 4-1r FerJ4
g(thoae, witjt,tregionaL-prpgeatd._aupfrViehrb

0717trui ic=or14, -gc1,114 ,r .

47.4,r-cht3133,:eri,tbwlimthirteall 49146.-ttitloi Or s,no.E rorik.isAvelearingl-ineedor.4.-bionirtekilig:kiletitiek0L-/-atentioill or-
_
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otherwisein the programa.

The federal government,, if it recognizes the problem, has done

little about it. The USDA, until.1968, held only regional meetings

with state directors duringrhe summer months. These dealt primarily

with procedure: how to fill out the forms which good program account-

ing required. In the U.S. Department 9f Health, Education ea4 Welfare,

achool..lunch has about the same status as schoolmaintenance. WIen

the amount of,SSEA funds going to echool food service became too la ge

toignore, the Office pf Education, smut out a memorandum in-1968

telling thmstetes-to curtackmofood service use of the monios.

Thus, there is every reason, except one, to concede that-the-.

state echopl-lonch_director is trapped, unablerompplyrhmpotential

powmr of his position to improving child nutrition programs_in his

state. That .oeg exception is the very significant difference wh.ch

vigorous leadershipbas a e_In certeinmatesAgain the difference

showsAsp therSoutheast ,Under every standard of program accomplish-

ment, these statesexcluding Virginia--are grouped at.the head of the

list. Theydo -significantly better:4n percentage,ofAchoolsiofferiog

food eervice;-_9f studenta in,school whnparicipateJOtheprogram,_

,whetherelementery o ,secondaryechpols; mfmtudentsmttending school

wt9 r.eeal.Nre: £reeor radOced price lunchea: Me,,orredUce.cLPriee

1enclies gerved in coMparison49,0e number_of,childrenlromwelfarei

:families.

The performance of the Southeastern states has beau questioned.

For xamp/ePTheee are mtateg..with,arporeAm4al,Ipopulation,end'fewer
-

urban areas."-Yet, among the eight citiea tnrhe $ontheast with more
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than 250,000 population, practically all children have access to food

service, and more than 55 per cent of those attending school on a given

day are served lunch.19 The average for the other urban areas is about

one-third. For example,"The number of children from families on

welfare is not a fair comparison particulary since the Southeast

operates to keep welfare services from the people hileforthern urban

states try to make the welfare program reach those who need it."

The real questioh, however, is if M:w York can serve free lunches

to the equivalent of 85 per cent of the children from welfare families,

why does Michigan serve only 11 per cent, or California only 16

per cent?

If Mississippi can serve 25 per cent,-why does Iowa reach less

than 10 per cent? If Kentucky serves better than 35 per cent, why

does Minnesota do leas than 14 per cent? If Tennessee reaches 29

per cent, Why does Texas dono better'than 19 per cent?

Part of the answer is money. The- Southeastern states have been

willing to finance lunch programs with a considerable amount of ESEA

funds, as'pointed out earlier. Iñfiscal 1969, an estimated $30

million in ESEA money went for school food serViee, with'twothirds

'ef it spen the-Southeast. InAdditieft, because -the:F rkins money

is allodated .-UnIder 41formula Which givea preportionately more to

stated with-greater 1f:evince= nopUlationthe-South ait hes beaefited

m re.

f,--1PUrbanl.unch'Study', Scheel-Munch DiLsioñ , Consumer'and
Marketing Service, USDA, April 1969.
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But money is only part of the answer. Attitude is another. An

educational system willing to use ESEA funds for child feeding is

implicitly giving more status to nutrition than a state which does

not. In addition, state directors in the Southeast, by creating a

regional approach to child nutrition, have developed a system to pro-

vide alternative solutions to problems and to give status to them-

selves on an area basis. These directors have created a peer group,

not limited by state boundariesr and they meet at 1 est once, and

usually several times a year. The meetings are workshops where states

share common problems and benefit from a broad range of experiences

in the attempts made to solve them. More importantly, over a period

of time, the regional conferences have helped state directors to focus

on their basic function: planningthe delivery of services to the

child.

In many other states, the director and staff, when they are not

updating reports, tend to performas nutritional speciali ts. But

the nutritional functi n should be placed elsewhere, preferably closer

to the actual delivery of food service in the community.
20 State

directors should ,ba concerned primarily with the delivery system,since
r

no one else performs that task.

20--In Atlanta, for etample, six-specialists, described as food
service coordinators, were brought into the tity schooleystem in
1964. AlI children noW'have aceasa to 'feed service.' Daily partici-
'pation_has increasod,from 46 par cent to over 70 per tent 171 the,
1968-69.6Ohool Year-a figUre exceeded aniong the large titles only
by Honolulu. The number of free lunches served dell has grown from
5',500 tolaore than 15,000. If each city had achieved the same rate-
of growth, let alone the same ratio of participation-the child
feeding problem in the United Stotes WouldAae significantlY different
today than it is.
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AB a result of the lack of direction most directors giVe the

program, few states have the capability to a large urban -reas

even where the effort is wanted. Where the state directPr recog-

nizes the problem, there is not enough staff, nor is there an adequate

body of research on which to develop an urban child nutrition project.

But many state directors appear to be unable to recognize the

problem faced by the eitieb. Cities which wrestle with a host of

urban problems, thus, will not fied help at a state agency which

dogmatically insists that the school food'serviee

presently is being operated, will proVide them

It has failed to solve their problee for the p

program

h the-biat soletion.

24 yearn.

as it

The' majority of state directorswill say they like to'"think

of the sehool fOod service program as being used and thought of A
21

another classroom. . ." and few sea any place "in our aducatioeal

food service program" for othei means of deliveting food. ,Ie A much

more direct fashion, the director of food service proeram- ln an

Eastern urban atati miiiteatos, "Schools under efficient Manageeent

can give the best service at lowest Cost." HO believes; "The

-cafeteria is a laboratory where the stndent puts into prietiCe the

-nutritional facts he has learned in the classiooM.'

Other than the fact that nutrition education is notienable to

most children arid their pirinte only-by its total 'abience from school,
_

the tragedy, of this_ position is that it tnikes the fori,of foid

22Did
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delivery more important than the, act of delivery. It implies that

hungry children will be morally stronger knowing that food is being

denied until the means of delivery can serve an "educational

purpose."

Nutrition educal;ion cannot beginin the absence of food.. Ob-

viously, no person given the choice between feeding a hungry child

or denyinghim food will choose the latter. The issue, however, is

seldom presented in these terms.

If the state director see= to perfp m with a lack of purpose,

it may only be a reflection of the machinations of the federal civil

service,, the .bureaucratic structure which operates public programs.

The federal bureaucracy is an engine of continuity. Because of

this fact, it is more responsive to its own internal dynamics and

to institutions with occupants of a more continuing nature7-such as

the congressional committe -7than it is to:the Presidency. The

Food and Nutrition Nervice, the .latest structure within upra for

administeriug the child:nutritionprograms atthe federal_level,

demonstrates these two characteristics and the negative impact.th

have on performanc
_

impact includes:

just as Its pred cessors did. Thi negative

Y,

. -

I) The program forms, and procedures which the agency uses are
,

impbfitant: to providing. the Appropriation Committees,with a

mechanicel accounting_ then tn, ;Aforming, :.p1.1coagr whether the,
,

health and well-being of children are being protected.
.

. This situation:.-ia=not altogether :surprising., The: Congress has

a dad 'iti official liatereet in ocIal 'Prbgrams 'garierally 'to
,
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authorizing ma hinery to deal with them and directs its continuing

interest to a review of how the money is spent. Rarely does the

Cengress balance the social books.

The report of the hearings befere the House Appropriations Sub-

commit Pe
23

on the agencyls funding requests for fiscal 1970 is a

realistic example6 The report contains repeated refer as to how

much money was spent for food assistance, the way it was spent, the

measures taken to insure it was spent without fraud and the willing-

ness of the committee to appropriate it. No question was raised to

determine if the funds -were adequate, or whether the programa were

reaching all the individuals who needed help, or how many individuals

were in need of assistanoe

The Congress is expezted to protect the citAzen from misuse or

waste of his tax dollar, but that is the procedure of governing and

not.the end purpose of goVernment. Yet, so long as the Congress asks

questiOns of the administrative agencies related only to'this limited

purpose, then the admilistrative agencies will respond only to those

questions.

'ThUs, the information gathering Charm la of the child feeding

_

programa are designed primarily for bookkeeping purposes and less-for

progrem-developMent, more for managing dollars than services. Reports

show only how Meny lunches are serVed each daY. A school district,

a state or the federal gevernment caeonly estimate the number of

23llearings, Department of Agriculture Appr priatiOns for 1970,
Parc.5. ,Jicluse of RepresentativeS, Ninetyfirst,Congress,.First
Session.
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children who participate. SiMilarly, all the administrative levels

only can estimate the number of children who need free or reduced

price lunches. The data available only record how many lunches

were submitted by states on claims to the federal government for

reimbursement, and does not tell how many need a free lunch.

2) Program resour es are not fully subject to agency control.

Political decisions which always enter into consideration of how

federal funds are going to be used do not reflect the program's

mission in all cases.

For example, more than ten per cent of the federal resou ces

devoted to child nutrition are in the form of commodities purchased

with Section 32 lunds. 24 Section 32 authorizes the Secretary of

Agriculture to spend up to 30 per cent of U.S. customs receipts on

farm-eommidities anclauthorizes;:their use by,.among others, needy

individuals and schools. The decision to,purchase these commodities

is'made initially by specialists in the CeMmodity divisions of

Conaumerand Marketing Service (C&MS) of Unit. These,,,specialists

prepare official alloeation proposals called,'!dockets,1! retoMmending

ihat Section 32 funds.availabie under the budget be spent to purchase

Various. categorIes of, commodities. The docketsrefleet a=bureaucratic

decision. The,Aetnal,policyAecision',.on=each dockr..c proposaUis m de=

byfthe. Commodity. Credit Corporatiotr,which rejects 1the recommendation,

'of the-,epeCialists:nnly omóccasion.,

0
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The needs of the child nutrition program rarely enter Into the

docket considerations. Where they do, it usually is to reassure

those making the purchase decision that the child feeding outlete

can use the food products which may be purchased.

Significantly, when the food assistance programs were trans-

ferred in 1969 from C&MS to the new Fo d and Nutrition Service,

authority over Section 32 was kept in the conmodity division of

C. Obviously, in the struggle to establish priorities, the human

nutrition advocates failed to convince the Secretary .thau the person

in need of food should be given equal recognition to producing groups

and processing industries,

3) Program management is weak and program direction is un-

aggressive at the agency level.

a) In describing how the program operates the agency told

its,House Appropriations Subcommittee ii 1969 that "We provide natIonal

criteria which are then applied by the state school people. . We

lay down the general rules and Under those general criteria

each; individual situation is revieWed by ;the state agency and we in

turn:tonsult vith them and; revievr their, operation:-

As, one Congreesman nbserved-, it -is reatly a situation where the

states. themse/ves Set, up ithe: criteria: The- Consequences of this

concept:of fprogram.direc Aon Can ba 7 seen in the; spectacular failure

of the agency to insure the transl tion of the -Parkinafund,.intO,

25-Hearings, Department of Agriculture Appropriations for 1970,

Part 5. House of Representatives, 91st Congress, 1st Session.
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additional free and reduced price lunches.
26

b) Program management suffers. item a lack of clear ad-

ministrative policy. For example, there is no official definition

of a reduced price lunch. Pot- accounting purpose , any lunch served

at a price ten cents beloW the preVailing level in the school district

can be considered a reduced pride lUnch. However, every school in

the district must f llow the same pricing policy.

Thii is An administrative convenience and not a policy. It

permits a 25 cent lunch in eine'distriet :to: he-Considered as reduced

in price even though an adjacent district charges more than 25

cents for any lunch served. In the latter situation, a reduced pride

meal haa,to be 15-Cente'.

AA example of the problems caused by such vague minidtrative

=policy Arose in -1969' in-iáltiMore Cititen adtidu. group Offered

':to-Underwrite-the'coit'OfolUedheseVerai-lew-ineethe ichóbls

'of tlie-chiiiiren,AiowiVek,-wiiitid to iiiy.4ometig -for

meSla, if ofilY'-a niCkel; 'But 4 niCker IS' far'belew 'thuadiniiiistrati've

definition of a reduced price lunch in'Baltieete; =Therschool-.admin

tritiodrefUsedte'41164 rednea&priCi-1iileh4rdiraina-becauae it

- -
-coad-net-afford:t extend the4roireei ie ail scheole and; thuS, Could

net ailáw ittO e use Ainiit4d Or

a rduced price lunch were set

= , low- level:. 'aild applied throtighbUt1thaachot0:' fcied

anYthite at orl-'-batovri ilfat '14461 Watild'-quiiiftr .foi' fOdaral 4iiistaria4
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the program would operate more efficiently.

Another example of vague program policy is the definition of

nutritional standards for meals served under the program. The Type

A Inneh--a meal which provides a third to a half of the daily nutri-

tional needs of the child--is defined by regulation in terms of food

groups rather than nutritional minimums.
27

This technique is

effective for schools or school, districts without staff nutritionists.

However, it is,inflexible and discourages schools with nutritionists

or food companies,from experimenting with menu patterns which do not

meat present Type A standards, but,may be more a ceptable to children

and just as nutritious.

c) The agency has inadequate prcedures for maintaining

budgetary control,.

,Other than the .hlock grant concepta-under the Perkins fund program,

the money,for clLld nutrlt&on programs La apportioned a ng.the states

through A multiple:budget alloe4tinn PreeedUre. Each programr7breakfast,

lunch, Section 11, Vanik2 etc.--has its own budget account and each state
_

receivee4t8 proportionate share:.

This "multipleallocation" procedure has certainadvantages, the.., , ,
., _

,P.Xineipal,opebeing,that_At asssree theHfundsintended-,forspecific ,

:Purposes will not hediuertedto,other,programs. The ,technique also

inevitahly reduceethe capacity of theagency to obtain maximum service

from available dollars. And At provides no means whatever to detpct

when programa operating_under_a block grant begintnr,driftfr m their

27-
see Append

43
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intended purpose. It also is inadequate because it will not stretch

to meet the different needs of the different states. While an urban

state may need a greater proportion of its funds for equipment and

facilities, another may need more in free lunches. Another may put

greater emphasis on breakfast or on food service outside the school.

Under these circumstances, a mad rush begins to develop toward the

end of eac fiscal year as each state, unable to use certain categories

of funds, informs the USDA of,its intent to return funds from some of

the individual program accounts. At the same time, the states either

volunteer or are asked how much more they, need or could use in other

program categories,,and the funds which are returned are then re-

allocated to the states by the USDA. This:frantic juggling means e ther

the loss of services where money is not spent, or poorly performed

services because money is spent with inadequate planning and foresight.

The block,grant approach, originating in the child nutrition

programs with the Perkins fund monies, is an-invitation to vublic

disenehantment in the absence of mete Aophistieated-administrative:

procedures thsn those now existing for multiple allocationa.

The diversions repprted earlier in the Perkins funds are.uot

the onlypxample pf thp problem ofsending-,eutfederal resonrceS

accompaniecl.by nothing more than good4ntentions., eXperience with

fedPral guidelines ,for free and reduced pris_ lunches parallels the

tp of fundsto,finance them.

sui41.ines resultedfrom:nleacv.from state school lunch--

directors who said, in effect, "we want You to tell us to feed the

needy children because then we can tell local school board8 we must

44



2156

because the federal government requizes us to."

The guidelines were published in October,1968-aad requir d

each school district to file a plan with the state by the inert of

the 1969-70 school year. The pica must describe the standards the

district will use to ertify a child as eligible for a free lunch .

it also must desc7:ibe who-is to do the certfyng, -a

will be informed that free lunches ire available.

d how

, 28
Judging froM the results of the McGovern Committee questionnaire,

fewer .than a dozen states have made a rious effort to review the-

district:_plans. Others have:be n wiL ing to accept-diStrict'plaaa

which p ovide no specific information that'localcommunity groups-

could use to e_courage -greater participation-in the school feeding

program -Even more discouraging, ne state is capable at"this-tiMe-of

prcviding specific assurances that the'guidelinea-are-being follewed

in 1-.1a1 school dftrict No state -has adequate staffirg to cenduct

field audit -.. The federal agencyls'Monitering effert is even more-

haphazard It,sends 'regional-staff-to reviesedistrict Pinni On file

in the state-officea;-_

.1*ncei yie:,one-.eatic describe -the.MUrrent status of the effort to

establisbrgUictilinee-for free ntid .ridueed price Ittnchtiii in -'eVei); '

actiooL dist:riot baCanse ne'one:-at the-federal'Iir State lovef;kneWS.

Yet,i'the-tuidelinannforeementivolinallifer.the'viithdraWal

all federaundslfor child feeding where tlie,..40iiiigii46* are:notbeing

artledfour. ' Underthe'eirenMstencesthe-enIY-tenClusion'

See Table- Ai
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this effort to apply innovative program directicn through the

imposition uf the guidelines ia meaningless.

4) The agency is unable to plan major programs of social

dimension, or to sustain an environment for creative and innovative

program management.

Structurally, the agency-is geared.to reporting data-which are

relevant to an economic budget andto provide the kind of program

supervision which insures each dollar La being spent properly from

an accounting sense. There is no policy.and planning section where

program strengths and weaknesses can be analyzed in relation to

publicneeds lor program services. Where many other federal agencies

have recognized the,need.Tto separate thwadministrative line function

from the planning.staff operation, the food aisistan e proLvams largely

have been devoid of this essential dieotomy.

The administrative structure inthe food:and nutrition programa

tha.same,todayaaitywaa when the decade-began, a time when all

food assistance programs wereoperated by fewow_rhan:300 persons.

-:Today, the agency hatvexperienced a nearly-eaven-fold:increaae

personnel, and:thechild nutritionprograms,alone employ morepeople

than:aWprograms,did in 1961 The agency, however., opereteann a

-highly,pereenalbasia, munh Se i0141,uhe42.decisionson.all,aape te,E

-of program:activities down -to the

than A dozen persons,-

. Consumer: and 1440cettPg SerYi

regional:level-were made-hy fewer

es has always geared its,gdmin-

istrative_date_gethering,to produce information on-fipancee, a

logical respoese to,a programwhich-is expectedby-the!Congress or
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the Executive to dispose of a minimum of cash and a maxImum of

commodities. Criticism and the inevitable crisis within the agency

which follows is expected to result from fraud or other instances

of the misuse.of the federal dollar.

The expansion of the program from 1961 on signaled a basic

change. It was the beginning of new priorities, or the shift,

however slow and muted, from a program to distribute the excesses

of a very productive agriculture to the distribution of public

servicesin this case, food or nutrition. The crisis to be anti-

cipated thereafter woudd come from failure to deliver services,

more than the failure to dispose of federal resources honestly. It

was a crisis arising from public clamour. lint, without the separa-

i n of planning and administrative functions, with the same highly

personal structure, and without a strong impetus frovathe Congress

or the Executive, the agency still is unable to raspond to the change.

After the Administration's efforts to bring the:Department of

Defense under civilian control in thel..te:1960's, program planning

and budgeting (PPB)the technique used for this'purposewas imposed

an-civilian agencies. Aw'criginally conceived. PPB w provide

the top policy,officials in each Department and, through them,, the

BureaU of the- Budget and the'President'with a clear et of alternatives

ih the alloCation of federal resources among eompótlng national'goala.

No one appareutly questio- d whether national priorities can be

creatediserely by-churning together wsUfficiently large voltiMe' of

data, or Whather the Value pdgMents heed in-seleeting-that data

sheuld retie t'pkioriiies which respend to.natio-s1 problems. FPS
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is a mechanical devic-, for measuring performance, and is only as

good as the informatioa going into it. The info ation fed into

the federal system is bar,,Ay sufficient to give the appearance of

producing a rational annual budget. It is incredibly bad informa-

tion for monitoring the delivery of services today, or for antici-

pating and planning services the public will need five years hence.

To make PPB, or some other planning system, a functional

instrument to use in managing the delivery of child nutrition

programs, the government must be willing to spend the money to

obtain the information the system needs. Further, the data which

are gathered for planning and monitoring should be determined by

human values rather than accounting procedures and surplus disposal

problems.

Ehort of forcing the program to be measured by larger standards,

the federal response in child nutrition will-continue tn'the pattern

reflected by the apPropriations and expenditures under'school!luneh

and child nutrition activities, summarized as follows:

1. Child feeding and nutrition goals are given secondary
roles to the demands of the food industry;

_

The Executive and the Congress are.in general agreement
on funding levels.; arguments-occur over-how far and how
fast to go with new programs;

Growth in program resources is a measure Of public
,

pressure ane not any recognfteable

Federal resources are provided ascash -grants or as commodities..

Since the-inclusion-of commodities indicates a- valne judgment already

has;been made iwthe use- of-funds -topurchaae them, -the: be t indicator

of federal priorities for child feeding isL.Section-4,,the'authority.

42 .i'7E1 .0 - 71 pt. El -- 4
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in the gchool lunch act which provides the largest single source of

cash to states and school districts. (See TAble D.)

The Section 4 appropriation in 1946 Was $51.3 million, which

represented about half of the cost of food purchaeed for the lunch

program or 4.5 cents per lunch. The appropriations in 1947 r

to $54.8 million, and the next:year fell by a million dollarsa

situation which might reflect a budgetary reaction to the first post

war recession. The appropriations jumped to $58.8 million in 1949

and for the next three years were pegged at $64.6 million. ,Thus4

for the Truman years, no apparent pattern is discernable other than

a budget officer's finesse properly labeled as the "pegging concept."

The pegging cOncept became the hallmark of the Eisenhower

budgets, with a $67 million figure used for three years, an 183.6

milliomfigure,for rwo, and a $93.6 million for three.

Under_the Kennedy and,Johnson budgets Section 4funds-in-

creased each year by small incrementai-reflecting a policy to peg

cash grants at:a-level of 4-.5 cantsrpermeal served:in the program,

and to raise cash fiands-as4articipation increased-. It is a more

sophisticated approach, _but it is largely meaningless when_the food
, -

t o _ h avera ared te.9 cents in

1946.

Other than forminoradjustmenta,. the-Congresahasaccept d

the figureefor2child.feeding3proposed-bythe Administration. Any

:nompariben oftWhudgetproPosal and ha,final Congreosional:aetion

-on,Approprlitions-will demonstratarthat.on,thope 4.tems where :C ngress

haa-the lastwo d thoe:differenOWle'mihitalv:
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The uncontrollable budget items primarily are Section 32 and

Section 416, both dealing with commodities. These are determined

by crop or animal production conditions or by the miscalculation

of some food processor's general manager. Even this is somewhat

misleading since the budget propesals will cont in target expenditure

figures for these items, and the target figure usually is very close

to.the actual expenditure figure.

Sharp dii ferences between the Executive budget and the con-

gressional aPpropriation will be found on new programa, an experience

in child'nutrition which did not occur until the 19601s. In 1962,

the Congress enacted Section 11 at the reque t of the Administration

'to provide more cash grants for free lunches to schools with en-111-

ments of Children from poverty-level families. But the Appropriation

Committees could not'be convinced tafund this section until 1966.

Fund:lag of thEy Child Nutrition Act, which even the Administration

propoaed-at nomLn levels, was cut by the Appropriation CommitteeS

in 1967 and 1968. The-difference in relation-to the total am6unt of

federal resourdes'allo ated to'child feeding-is measuteahle only

in fractions.

- 'The SignifiJanee oU-.the differences, hówèver, is in the "go slow"

attitude of the ApproprIations Committees a position they defend with

- the argument that the agency needid'More experience before thore funds

should be-aUthoriad.-

While,:the AppropriatiOn Committe 'tell the AdmiiIetratjon 'to go

slow on Sectio Al'aran 'the-school breakfestand" ther-child nutrition

programs, there is no similar record of caution on funds to purchase

52



2164

meat when cattle prices fall or to Puy frozen orange concentrate

when a surplus in the citrus crop exists.

The budget pattern for expenditures of Section 32 and Section

416 under the child feeding programs is incoherent unless it is

viewed in relation to production conditions., a -3ast until 1908.

For example, Section 32 expenditures in 1953 werc:.$51.7 million

compared to $13 million in 1952. Spending jumped again in 1954 to

$94 million and then dropped back to $27 million in 1955. The

variations are understandable only pecause beef prices dropped,

significantly in.1954755. The eame situation was repeated in 1905

when Section 32 expenditures rose to $173 million from the previous

year's level of $43.6 million and then fell again in 1966 to $49.4

million. Schoolchildren in 1965 were again called to eat their, way

through excessIve aupplies,of:hamburgers and_beeCroasts,...

The ,conventio n.lapproach to budgeting ior child feeding.began

to change in 1968and 1969, when the public and its. championwmere

bringingbome,to Washingtonthe,messgge thatthere were,:millions of:

hungry,and malnourished,Ainericans. For example. Pection,32 and

Section 416 expenditures were at near record levels for bottyyears,

,with no: particglar comModity,eurplusexplai .1969, $44

millionwas,provided from Sectioniby,the Qopgres0 trengthen:
t

the,school l.0k_Progt'Slq. Neither the Administration nor the--

Appropriation Committees, however, originally hadproposed=the

increase. The funds provide more free,meals, :breakfasts-And-

food seri:rice equipment were added-through -adroltlegislative:
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engineering of Representative Carl Perkins, Chairman of the House

Education and Labor Ccmumittee.

In addition, underscoring t e casual attitude to these very

real problems, appropriations to fund child feeding programs for

the 1.969-70 school year ware net approved by the Congress until

mid-November and had not been signed-by the President and thus

released to the states even as Thanksgiving week began. This has

not been an uncommon experience for the school lunch program in the

past decade. If the states appear indifferent to the existence of

hunger among children, the attitude may be a reflection of tht at
_

the hlghest levels of government.

It is difficult to predict what future changes will occur.

On the basis of the record, it is obvious that states and local

school offi ials have a valid complaint that federal assIstance is

inadequate and unpredictab3z, and any kind of planning is difficult

and unnecessarily complicated. And it is obvious that millions of

American chIldren still are hungry every day.
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APPENDIX I

FEDERAL PROGRAMS FOR CHILD NUTRITION

1. School Lunch program

The _Nati,onal School Lunch Act of 1946 (amended in 1962 and 1968)

provides grants to states through the Department of Agriculture for

the stablishment, maintenance, operation, and expansion of non-

pro school-lunch programs." Schools are required-to serve lunches

free or at a reduced price to students whom local school authorities

consider unable to pay full cost. The USDA has set the general crite-

ria for need to include family income (including welfare grants),

family size, and the number of school children in the family, among

others. More specifically, free or reduced price lunches should be

given to children from public assistance families, such as Aid for

Dependent Children; those who

do not get welfare assistance

receive f tamps or commodities; or

but have a comparable income. USDA

regulations encourage simplified application forms and flexibility in

granting free or reduced price lunches to those in temporary financial

dis r

School districts must prepare and publish a statement of the

criteria to be used for free and reduced price lunches. It must specify

the officials who determine the child's eligibilityand the procedural

steps in their decision. The school must have a syst m which allows

appeals in individual cases.

Names of children who receive free or reduced price lunches "will
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not be published, posted, or announced in any manner to other children"

nor can students be required to use a separate lunchroom, lunchtime,

serving line, entrance, or medium of exchange. They cannot be re-

quired to work for their meal, according to regulation.

The Act specifies that cash payments will be made to schools which

serve Type t lunches or those designed to furnish between one-third

and one-half of the children's daily nutritional needs. Regulations

specify this as: one-half pint of fluid whole milk served as a bever-

age; two ounces of lean meat, poultry, fish or cheese or one-half cup

of cooked dry beans or peas, oz .four tablespoons of pea ut butter; a

three-fourth cup serving of two or more fruits and/or vegetables; one

slice of whole grain or enriched bread or a serving of cornbread,

biscuits, rolls, muffins, etc., made of whole grain or enriched meal

or flour; two teaspoons of butter or fortified margarine. The Type A

lunch may also be served without milk. A Type C lunch is one-half

pint of fluid whole milk.

Section 4 of the National School Lunch Act authorizes funds for

reImbursement of the cost of food to the schools. The maximum allowed

administratively is 9 cents, but the maximum which the USDA budgets

and the Congress appropriates iS 4.5 cents. Whe e a school agrees to

serve free or reduced price lunches to all needy children, the state

agency administering the funds may reimburse the schools for all

lunches served at a maximum rate of twenty cents; or a school may

elect to continue the regular nine cent maximum and, in addition, be

reimbursed at a maximum rate of twenty-five cents 'for all free or re-

duced price lunches served, or a total allowable maximum of 34 tents

56
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for free or reduced price lunches.

Section 11, added to the Act in 1967, authorizes more cash

grants to schools "... drawing attendance from areas In which poor

economic conditions exist." Schools receiving these innds ere re-

imbursed at either a maximum rate of twenty cents from-Section 11

funds if all needy childr n_in the school receive free or reduced

price lunches, or 25 cents for each free or reduced price lunch

served.

The average- ost of a school lunch in Che 1969-70 school year

stimated at about,60 cents, with feod.costs taking 36 to 38. cents.

The present Act puts the burden for labor, equipment and other costs,

including:the portion of food costs not paid by federal,grants, on

states and local school.districts.

2. The Breakfast Program

The child Nutrition Act of 1966 authorizes a pilot achoot break-

fast administered by the USDA. Participating schools are reimbursed

at a maximum rate of fifteen tents for each meal erved. Free or at

a reduced price meals are provided to children whom local scho

authorities consider Unable to pay the full pric

criteria includes family income (including welfare

the number of school children in the family. 'Where a school serves

The adMinist ative

grants), size, and

all or_nearly_all-the students:free breakfasts,but cannot adennately

finance the:program, the Department_of Agriculture will essume up to

of_ell Meal:costS, including purchase- preparation and
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Each breakfast by regulation must contain at least: one-half

pint of fluid whole milk; one-half cup of fruit or full strength

fruit or vegetable juice; a slice of bread or its equivalent in

cornbread Y biscuits, flour, or three-fourths cup serving of whole

grain, enriched, or fortified cereal; and, as often as possible,

protein-rich foods such as eggs, meat, fish, poultry, cheese, or

peanut butter.

3. Sur lus Commodities

In addition to cash grants, the USDA also pro../ides food com-

modities to schools--an aVerage of about 12 cents worth per meal

currently--under these major authorities:

*Section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, which allOws price

supported commodities--wheat (flour), rice2 butter, beans, cheese,

drymilk,. corn (mtal)--to be distributed to schools;

*Section 32 of Public Law 74-320, which authorizes the Secre-

tary of,Agriculture to spend Up to 30 percent of U. S. customs

receipts., Funds can be used for several purposes, primarily the

purchase of farm commodities which are not price supported, in-
_

cluding meat, poultry, eggs., fruits and vegetables,.among others,

And distribUte them to needy individuals and to schools._

*Section 6 of the-National School :Lunch Act authorizes the
.

Secretary ,to spend an ,amount as determined by ,the Congvess to

purchase food commodities specifically for schoql lunch purposes.

At present,_the Section 6 appropriation is, $69 million;

*Section 210 of the Agricultural Act of 1956 allows commodities

5 8
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for state correctional institutions for minors, Public Law

75-165 for non-profit summer camps for children, and Public

law 86-756 for use in home economics courses in elementary and

secondary schools.

4. Nonfood Assistance

Section 5 of the National SchoOL Lunch Act authorizes grants

for nonfood assistance, i.e., equipment used in "...storing, pre-

paring, or serving food for school children." Aiiditional funds can

be given to schools "...drawing attendance from areas in which poor

economic conditions exist" for equipment to store, prepare, transport

and serve food. At least 25 percent of equipment oostR must be paid by

state or local authorities.

5. Section 13, The Vanik Program

Public taw 90-302, passed on May 8, 1968, technically aa Section

13 of the National School Lunch Act, authorizes funds for-food service

grants to public and private non-profit child caSe institutions serving

areas where "poor economic conditions exist" or "where there are high

concentrations of working mothers." Thede include day care c:enters,

settlement houses, recreational cer,ers and day care centers for handi-

capped children. The program applies to public and private institu-

tions and to special summer prograffis with fOod-services-siMilar to

those available under the national school lunch or school breakfast

programs during the school year. In Cases of Severe need, the-federal

grant may cover a maximum of 80 percent of the operating nests. Funds

for nonfood are also authorized. The federal government will pay up
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to 75 percent of the cost to rent or purchase equipment, not including

land or buildings.

One or more of the following meals can be served: breakfast,

lunch, supper and between meal snacks. Breakfast and lunch require-

ments are the same as school meals_ The' supplemental--snack--food

must include a serving of Milk or full strength fruit or vegetable

juice and a serving of whole grain or enriched bread, rolls or cereal.

Protein-rich foods--peanut butter, cheese--should be served as often as

possible. Maximum rates of reimbursement are thirty cents for lunches.

Meals are served free or at a reduced price to thosc, Whom local pro-

gram directors say are unable to pay the full cost.

6. Section 25 The Perkins Bill

The Perkins Bill, or Section 25 of the Agricultural Appropriations

Act of 1967, authorized $45 million from Section 32 for food service

for needy children. The amount was in addition to the regular appro-

priation items requested by the administration and initially provided

by the Appropriation.Committees. The fund is called the Perkins fund

because the Kentucky congressman introduced and brought through the

House a bill to authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to use $100

million of Section 32 money. The Appropriation Committees.agreed to

add $45 million as a compromise which the Congress accepted,

7. ESEA Title I Funds

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965

provides financial assistance to schools serving areas with con-

centrations of low-income families. The program is designed for

60
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educationally deprived children. The maximum.grant to a local

educational agency is determined by multiplying 50 percent of the

average state or national per pupil expenditure, whichever is greater,

by the total number of students ages five to seventeen:

a. whose families earn less than $2,000 per.year;

b. whose families earn:more. than $2,000 per year but who re-

ceive Aid te Families with Dependent Children;

c. who live in institution:4 for neglected or del lquent children,

other than those in which a state agency is directly responsible

.
for providing free public education; and

d. who live in foster homes supported by public funds. If there

is any money remaining ter maximum grants have been allocated

to eligible schools, the maximum family ineome f

children becomes $3,000 per.year. For the sehoc receive any

money, the total number of students eligible fo -le I funds must

exceed ten.

In its application for funds the school must de ribe specific

projects for educationally deprived children residing in areas with

high concentrations of low-income families. Projects should help

educationally deprived children who require the greatest assistance,

but no children Should be exclUded froM the project if they are not

from low-incoMe families. "Educationally deprived children" are those

needing special educational assistance to attain,a scholastic level

appropriate fnr .their ege.,.. The ter7Lincludesthose handicapped

(mentally retarded, impaired injlearing, vision, .speech, or other:

health problems, and seriously disturbed emotionally) or whose special
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needs arise from "poverty, neglect, delinquency, or cultural or

linguistic isolation from the community,at large." The money may

be used to construct facilities nedessary to the success of the pro-

ject. Title I money May be used for feedirz prcrams, and ,wer

$30 million Was used in schOol feeding in fiscal 1969.

8. The Migrant Program

Public Law 89-750, enacted in 1966--an amendment to Title I

of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act--allocates separate

funds for the education of children from migrant families. Children

who move at least once during the school year are eligible if their

parents work in agriculture or a related occupation (e.g., canning).

About 200,000 children in forty-five states participate. Special

spring and summer programs are conducted in northern states during

the peak of migrant labor activity there, with extended day in-

struction in the southern states in the regular chool year. Of the

$45 million spent on the program in fiscal year 1969, about $3.1

million was usea for lunches and snacks.

9. Project Head Start

Project Mead Start, delegated to HEwls Office'of Child Develop,

ment, has two programs for pre-school children from low-income fami-

lies. 'One ia a year-round program for children between three and.five

years of age. The other is a smaller program during the summer for

children entering elementary school in the fall. Feeding programs

in projects differ, but most have at least a hot lunch and a morning

or afternoon snack. Commodities from the USDA are to be utilized
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extensively. Breakfasts are to be provided for those vho don't get

them at.home, although Need Start, which involves the parents as much

as possible, encourages family breakfasts.

0E0 pays p to 80 percent of the total costs, or an even greater

percentage in very poor communities. The eligibility requirement is

a family income below the poverty level (e.g., the Social Security

Administration's $3,400 for a family of four.)

6 3



APPENDIX II

BASIS FOR CALCULATIONS ON PERKINS FUND - TABLE B-

20 School days/month
180 School days/year
9 Months in school year

September - 180(9) January - 100(5) May - 20(1)
October - 160(8) February - 80(4)
November - 140(7) March 60(3)
December - 120(6) April - 40(2)

L. To determine number of F/RP lunches possible on average daily
basis.

1. Multiply amount spent by 4 (25e payment/lunch).

2. Divide by number of days listed opposite month given as
starting time for Perkins program.

. To determine- number of lunches (average dailybasis) conVerted
, by state.

1. Multiply November average daily F/RP lunch figure by 9.
(November is the last month unaffected in all states by
Perkins program, and is generally a typical month).

2. Multiply A2 above by the number in parenthesis after the
month listed as starting time:for'Perkins program.

3. Add Bl and.B2 above, and divide by 9.

If B3 is larger plio the average_daily_number of freenr
reduced price lunches aerved by the state, thedifference

'is easumed:te_be the number Of lunChes"converted on the'
average daily,liapifor,tlie, Year..

Mnitin14 bthe number of.104tis the Perkina program
Was not in-operaEion in 4he'aEate,, anci diVide the total
-bythe number of months the prograth was in'operation.

6. Add the figures for B5 and B4 to obtain:a number which
approximates the average daily nUmber Of lunches converted
during the period of operation of the Perkins program.

C. To determine percent of Perkins funds diverte, by state.

Divide B6 bY A2-

4
42-778 0 - 71 - pt. 8 -- 5
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School Lunch Research in Full Swing

Five research projects, three funded fully
or in part by the Office of Economic Opportunity,
are the sum total of federal research efforts into
child feeding problems.

A sixth project is under consideration and
is closely related to the objectives of the five
active projects. They are:
1. A New Jersey School Feeding Project, fund-
ed by 0E0, and operated by the state education
agency. Eight priority objectives are listed; im-
proved participation, broader coverage of schools,
simplified certification and payment collection,
recruiting personnel, reorganizing program ad-
ministration, focusing more funds on needy
children and designing model ^ontraets for region-
al Programs,

2. A Feeding Effectiveness Program, operated
in conjunction with the New Jersey project by the
Department of Food Science at Rutgers University.
The project is jointly funded by 0E0, USDA and
the State of New Jersey.

The project, more nutritionally sophisti-
cated than any of the others, has four objectives;
developing systems for schools without food
service facilities, expanding the use of donated
commodities, defining the commercial potential
of school:feeding as a Market for engineered
foods, and developing techniques to improve man-
agement in the school feeding programs.

3. School Lunch Programs-in North Carolina,
financed by 0E0 and operated by the N. C. State
University. This study is designed to improve
the school f ood service program as a delivery
system for nutrition, and is based on the fact
that the state has practically all schools partici-
pating in the program. The basic thrust of the

(Continued .on page 5)

School Lunch Hearings October 13

The Select Senate Comm ittee on Nutrition
and Human Needs will hold hearings Tuesday,
October 13 on the school lunch program. Witnes-
ses tentatively include s.tate and local officials,
and representatives of local organizations sup-
porting efforts to improve child nutrition programs,
according to Sen. George McGovern, chairman of
the committee.

The hearings will likely be the last effort of
the Senate this session of the Congress to assess
the status of child feeding programs, and will set
the stage for program action in the new Congress
which wiil convene in January.

CNI Weekly Report will publish a special re-
port on the hearings, in addition t o the regular
report.

USDA Funding Bill Stalled;
No Action Until November ?

Congressional action on appropriations for
school lunch -- and all USDA programs -, re -
mains stalled by the deadlock between the Congress
and the Administration over a new farm bill.

A conference committee has been negotiat-
ing for more than a month to settle Senate and
House differenc'es. Agreement on most farm
program issues has been achieved 'exCept on
price support and acreage control f eatures for
cotton, wheat and feed grains. Congress wants
more cotton acreage put under price support and a

'minimum price support floor for grains. The Ad-
ministration opposes these measures because of
their cost.

Sen. Ellender, head of the Senate conferees,
(Continued on page 4)
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Ss:hool Lunch:
How It Did Last Year

Carl Perkins, chairman of the House corn-
minee on education and labor, prepared an analy-
sis of the school lunch program for the 1969-70
school year which was 7rinted in the Sept. 22 Con-
gressional Record.

CNI Weekly Report carried a brief account
of the Perkins study in the last issue. Since the
data is the most recent review of program per-
formance, CNI is publishing the data tables for
its readers.

Study Indicates School Lunches Underfinanced

Tilt_ Office of Education recently published
a low key, but scathing report highly critical of
Title I, ESEA programs. The study is of interest
to school food service personnel, for several
reasons.

Most importantly, the mimber of education-
ally deprived children is authoritatively defined
for the first time at 16.8 million children. Of
this number, 54 percent are considered t o be
economically deprived.

(Continued on page 3)

NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH SURVEY FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970-71-PT. 1
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NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH SURVEY FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970-71--PT. 2
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(Continued from page 2)
Free Lunches for 9.1 or 6.6 Million?

This means that the probable universe of
eligible children for free and reduced price lunches
will be a minimum 9.1 million, or substantially
greater than the number used by the USDA to
develop RS budget estimates for child feeding
programs.

The USDA. is budgethig for a participation
level no higher than 6.6 million children for
special assistance in the school lunch program,
based on the USDA estimate of daily attendance of
7.2 million children, of whom 10 percent will be
absent.

Of particular interest is the fact that the
Office of Education considers 14.2 million

*Ones not partidisate talked eclitel Web.Menu.

children us being economically deprived. This
figure is based on a 66,000 a year family income
as being too low in many cases to provide ade-
quately for family needs.

USDA Budget May Need Stretching

The use Of the 14.2 million figure must
have sent shock waves through the budgeting of,
fines in USDA. While 'Agriculture administers
the program nationally, school officials operate
it at state and school district levelo. These of-
ficials will be doing the count of how many
children need free or reduced price lunches,
which meatts that the USDA budget likely will be
stretched toward the 14_2 million participation
'evel.

(Continued on page 4)
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The Perkins study, reported in the last CNI

report, underscored the likelihood that the num.-
ber of children eligible for free or reduced price
1.unenes will be far more than current budget data
indicates,

. The study, based on reports from state
school food service directors, projected a par-
ticination,level of 8.9 million children. This
figure, using income criterialrom last school
year, was considered to he too conservative by
Congressman Perkins a ninntier
of eligible childre- or twice
the number rece ice lunches
In the peak mor misread
the Congressrnz -le esti-
mated eligible u.- dion. )

* * * * *
(Continued from page 1)

said recently: "Unless they change their minds
there will be no farm bill." Until this argument is
settled, no action on funding will be taken by the
appropriation committees, both of whom have
'passed bills to finance farm and foo4 prOgrams.

Because of this deadlock, appropriations
may not be acted upon until after the November
elections. Congress has.now.decided to recess
in mid-October and return to complete Its legts-
lative duties aRer-Nov. 3.

Htren if the farm bill were compromised this
week to everyone's satisfaction, the prospects for
final action soon on appropriations are not bright.
In past years, the conferences on funding questions
often have taken several weeks. So long as the
conferees know they can return in November to
settle differences, they ill be under no pressure
to get the appropriation bill enacted.

Tide is little solace for school lunch person-
nel, many of whcim at the state and local level are

confused by the apparent program drift at the fed-
eral level.

Sources on the appropriation committees in-
dicate that should no action be taken- on funding be-
fore the election recess, the Congress will extend
the continuing resolution which authorizes the
USDA to spend program dollars.

The current resolution which had authorized
the USDA to spend through to Oct. 15 for programs
included in the 1971 budget, was extended yester-
day to authorize expenditures through January
1971. An extension of the continuing ntsolution
will allow the USDA to continue to rehnburse
states and schools for the special milk program.

Committee sources point out that funding
for the school lunch and child feeding programs
would also continue, but at a rate equivalent to
the funding level for 1970-71, rather than 1969-70.

School Lunch Week;
Emphasis on Hunger

National School Lunch week, Oct. 11-17,
wild have a different emphasis this year in many
communities than in 1969.

The National Coo- Churches is leading
a coalition of organizatn. ...nd groups to encour -
age local communities to make school lunch week
in 1970 a period of commitment to eliminate
hunger in the' classroom.

The campaign is being orgatized by the
Council's committee on domesti - hunger, and is
being-supported by-the United States catholic Con-
ference,' the Southern Leadership Conference, the
-National-Welfare-Rights Organization, and the'
Children's Foundation, among others.

The committee on domestic hunger is
ected by_Hulbert James, formerly associate dir-
ector of the NWRO in Wasit(ngton, D.C.

"We're saying this week should not, be used
for, the same old business-as-usual programs.
We ought to have programs that are dedicated to
the princip:e that'we willfeed every needy child
in our conenunity, " James said.

He has been traveling across the country,
speaking to community organizations, organizing
workshops with the goal of building "the broadest
possible coalition" to ensure that the school
lunch program serves every needy child.
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(Continued from page 1)
stnily will be to develop cost reducing techniques
in program operations, to find ways to improve
nutrition in the child and to test how education of
the child during meals can improve nutritional
awareness.

4. The National School. Food Service and Nu-
trition Education Finance Project, financed by
USDA and operated by the Florida State Univer-
sit y. It will be a major baseline data source for
school for t service, even though its primary
goal is to develop a stable financing pattern for
school food service.

The Florida study, now completed except
for the final report, has five objectives: To
describe school food service as it is today; to
estimate school food service needs -- public and
private -- through to 1980; to describe outstand-
ing food service systems; to analyze existing sys-
tems, identlfying strong and weak points; and to
produce alternative financial models.

5. Tne District of Columbia Food Service
Project, financed by OE0 and operated by the

MORE COMMENT FROM

Accolades continue to arrive at the CNI
office al ; with a trickle of checks to pay for
subscripons to the CNI Weekly Report. Here
are a few quotes:

Carl D. Perkins; chairman, House Edu-
cation and Lebo-. Committee: "Your CNI Weekly
Report is an excellent idea, am will fill a need
in the child feeding and community nutrition
program area which has been going unmet for
too long. The program expansion... has not
been accompanied by sufficient exchange of cur-
rent information aud data among the various
groups which are most directly concerned with
these programs."
George McGovern, chairman, Senate Select
Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs: "I
want to congratul.ate you for doing an excellent
,job in providing a most uSeful public service...
I am well aware of the urgent need of such a
publication...
Dr. Jean Mayen, chairman, White House Con-
ference on Food, Nutrition and Health: "It is
extremely useful. I gave my eilpy to the Boston'
Globe.., send me a few additional copies."
Paul A. Lachance, Ph.D., Associate Professor
of Nutritional Physiology, Rutgers University:
"...I can only say that the CM Weekly Report
is a definitely relevant documea is con-

D.C. Board of Education through the school food
service division.

The project combines both a planning and
implementation phase, with heavy emphasis on
community participation in the planning of a food
service program for D.C. schools.

6. The Evaluation of Lunch and Breakfast
programa M-the State of Washington. The proj-
ect is under consideration at ClEO, and would be
operated by. the Washington State University.

The study would place primary emphasis on
the nutritional aspects of child feeding programs,
and would measure ethnic and socio-economic
variables as they affect the nutritional status oi
school children.

ARS Researching Nutritional. questions

Other research projects in nutrition which
have a bearing on child feeciing are being carried
out by the USDA's Agricultural Research Service,
but these projects are conventional searches for
answers to the nutrition experts questions. One
is a University of California at Berkeley study
to develop a satisfactory way to measure the nu-

READERS ON CNI REPORTS

cise, to the point and in plain English...
please continue the effort. "
Food Manufacturer: "It is our opinion that such
reporting is of great value in being able to keep
up with the current gover:- sent attitude on nu-
trition without putting in a full weeh's effort to-
ward sorting out and reading alone. We cer-
tainly want to encourage you to keep up this
sort of information and sincerely want to wish
you great success in your undertaking."
Equipment manufacturer: "This is outstanding!
We would like to have you include us ia a full
time subscription."
State Direemrs, School Food Service:

''The CNI Weekly Report is tremendous...
a most needed communications media."

"Congratulations: The first issues... have
been greater than even I expected: Thanks al-
ways for your leadership and concern."
City Directors, Food Services:

"... found it full of Information in which I
am intensely interested.., it will be most mean-
ingful in ray work.., and will help us in c'ealing
with our basic problems..."

"...I have for the first time the P eling that
I am up to date on USDA happenings /a regard
to school food service... We desperately need
the promptness and accuracy that this type
publication can provide. "
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tritional status of individuals. The most promis-
ing technique under study with the $66,580 erant
is a hair root model, based on evidence that
protein deficiencies change the character of human
hair before any other physical damage is notice-
able.

While such studies are needed for health
purposes, they are rooted essentially in the poli-
tics of production -- i.e. if people who need
more food can be found, then bigger markets can
be developed for agriculture.

Politics of Distribution Being Studied

The dynamic character of the new breed of
research projects is that they are the first to
deal wah the politics of distribution -- i.e., if
enough food can be produced to feed 0.:very per-
son, and people are still malnourished, then the
real problem is how to deliver food to every per-
son.

The Florida project, for example, likely is
a transitional study. It win be a definitive i:s-
sessment of a school food service program con-
structed in the old concept of production politics.
It will serve up,a budget makers delight (particu-
larly for the new PPBS apostles) of projections of
needs for the next decade, with alternative choices
and alternative costs. It also will mark the end
of nearly four years of often abrasive analysis of
what is wrong at the federal level..

The New Jersey project, while it sets goals
related to bringing more schools and needy child-
ren into the state system, will probably result in
a redesigned state administrative structure bet-
ter equipped to handle management problems in a
program which is galloping to giant size.

Solution Sought to Delivery Problems

The Ringers study is an effort to venture in-
to the explosive area of engineering foods specifi-
cally for child feeding programs as a means of
solving increasingly complex delivery problems,
The suspicion and hostility which food service
personnel in child feeding direct toward the sub-
ject accounts for the delicate phrasing used in of-
fical accounts of the project.

The fact remains that the Rutgers project
can haVe the most decisive and positive impact
on child feeding since the invention of peanut but-
ter. The politics of distribution -- or the solving
of the war on hunger -- is based on developing the
technology for delivery nutrition, not food groups.

The Washington, D.C. project essentially is
geared to demonstrate that child feeding is a corn-

munity function, and that the political problems of
community acceptance, if they can be overcome
through participation M planning, will help resolve
other problems in participation and nutrition
education.

Co Savings and Nutrition Education Studied

The North Carolina project has a more in-
termediate goal, which is to identify cost saving
techniques in current program operations. It
should develop useful management techniques
adaptable to most state school food service oper-
ations.

The Washington state proposal ventures in-
to the murkiest area of all, nutrition education.
It is a subject much like the weather: Everyone
talks about it, but nobody does anything about it.

Whether the answers will be found in
studying ethnic and socio-economic infkences is
anyone's guess -- a reasonably valid criteria
for research, judging from the hair root test.

* * * *

whyPEOPLE make, EVENTS

Dr. Nathan Smith appointed Special Assist-
ant for Nutritiori.Programs to HEW Assistant
Secretary for Health and Scientific Affairs Dr.
Roger 0. Egeberg. Dr. Smith will coordinate
nutrition programs within HEW, He was Profes-
sor of Pediatrics at the University of Washington
at Seattle's Harborview Medical Center. Fr,-
been active for several years in nutrit,
research activities.

Edward J. Hekman, Administreor, ,Food
and Nutrition Service, USDA, was recently
awarded a management improvement certificate
by the President of theynited States. The
award was given to Mr. Hekman "for excellence
in improvement of government operations."

Mrs. Patricia Stevenson, director, Office
for Nutrition and Health Services, Office of Edu-
cation, HEW, has been awarde-.' a Horace Minn
Lectureship in Public Education Policy at the
University of Massachusetts at Amherst. She
will be studying for her doctorate in teacher train-
ing and humanistic educatiOn during a year's .
leave of absence.

Daniel G. Wisotzkey named Supervisor,
School Food Services, Colorado Department of
Education. He replaces Pohle H. Wolfe formerly
Consultant for School Food Services.
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Mr. LEONARD. I want to emphasize that the latter data was de-veloped by the House Committee on Education and Labor, under Rep-
resentative Carl Perkins, and the earlier data by this committee, under
Senator McGovern. It is indicative of some of the problems in child
feeding that the data base for analysis has to be developed by the legis,lative rather than the executive branch.

Now, the data show that of the 46.7 million children in publicschools, the number who participate in the school lunch program
increased from 18.3 million to about 19 million last -,-ear. The numberof children receiving a free or reduced price lunc-A increased from
2.4 million to about 4.5 million.

The reason I say "about" in referring to the 1969-70 data is thatthe Perkins study records the participation in the program for thepeak month, and not the average daily statistics as recorded in the
McGovern data. The figures I u: .3 for comp: rison purposes areconverted to an average daily basis.

The difference in absolute growth rates contai-is some surprisinginformation. For one thing, the program, overall. is not expanding
as might be expected from the weight of more Federal dollars alone.It also indicates that a substantial number of children have beenRaying :for lunches when they should have been --,F.zeiving them freeor at minimal cost.

And it suggests that schools in general are n- .oving with anyspecial vigor to reach the children of the poc >vho are most inneed of adequate food and better nutrition.
A look at the performance of some States underscores these obser-vations. In Illinois, for example, the program grew by about 124,000

more children, but about 164,000 more children are being served freeor reduced price lunches on an average day.
In Michigan, while the number of children receiving frec' re-duced price lunches has increased by some 63,000, the total >lumber

of students participating, 'on the average, has in:3rease1 by only some5,000. <

Massachusetts, on the other hand, has a more conventional pattern..Free or reduced price lunch participation increased nearly. 27,000while the number of students being served lunch rose 110,000 on theaverage.
The Perkins data also shows that the number of students attendingschools which -lo not provide type A lunches has not changed greatly

since 1968-69. Some 10.5 million children do not have access to thsnational school lunch program today, which is about the same figureas in the McGovern data.
The new dimension provided by the Perkins study is that morethan 6 million of these 10.5 million children attend school where nofood service is available.
The Perkins study also clearly demonstrates that the school chil-dren who should receive a lunch free or at a token costwhich is

estimated at 6.6 million by the Administration for 1970-71--havebeen seriously underestimated. Other studies support 'his c^nclusion.State school food service directors reported for the '',rkins studythat 8.9 million children should-receive a free or reduced price lunch,using eligibility standards whiCh were in effect last school year. Mr.Perkins, noting that most States were using an income standard
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which is lower than the new income guidelines policy announced by
Secretary Hardin in August, estimated that over 10 million chil-
dren would be eligible for special assistance in the current school
year.

Even these figures may be conservative however. The Office of
Education recently published Education Of the Disadvantaged, an
analysis of title I, ESEA activities which, in addition to saying the
program has not been particularly successful, estimated that the num-
ber of economically disadvantaged children in public schools is 14.2

The real significance of this number is that the same officials who
made these calculations also will determine which children, in addi-
tion to those who automatically qualify as eligible under the new
legislation, will receive free or reduced price lunches.

The meaning is clear, and I think the implication of these figures
is tragic. The program for the school year now underway is based
on a budget whh does not provide for from 4 to 8 million children
who need special assistance to gain access to the school lunch pro-
gram. With funding at the present level now provided in the
appropriation bill which has passed the Senate, the Federal Govern-
ment will fall short of meeting its real obligations to the States and
local school districts by as much as $100 million, and probably $200
million

The danger is that States and local officials will be guided in tneir
program administration by budgeting policy and not by nutrition
philosophyin other Ty ords, program growth will be determined by
available dollars rather than by student need.

The situation is underscored by another, and more subtle, trend
which the Perkins data hints at, and which field reports coming into
the children's foundation this summer and fall describe more ape-
cifically. It is that children, and their families, who are eligible for
special assistance are being systematically denied a service to which
they are legally entitled.

The information has been summariZed in an article in the Public
Information Center News, and T would like to submit a copy of
that for the record of this hearing.

(The article referred to follows:)
[Reprinted from Publid Information Center News, October 1970]

STEALING FROM Onn,Diara
(By Steven d' Arazien)

Public officials are breaking the law, and, as a result, more than 4 million
needy American school children go hungry every day-

At issue is the National School Lunch Program and the manner in which it is
administered in school districts across the nation.

A Marrowbone Creek, , West Virginia mother wrote The Children's Founda-
tion, a private organization attempting to eliminate inequities in the program,
"They have made the children that couldn't pay for their lunch set and watch
the other kids eat . . . Last year, when they had to let the children eat, what
they got wasn't fit for a dog and not enough. I was in the kitchen one day and
the meat they was cooking had big long hairs on it."

The problem, at best, is caused by officials who just do not care, at worst, by
those who do not believe that poor children should receive what they are entitled
to under the law. , _The law is clear. In 1946, Congress enacted the National School Lunch Act to
"safeguard the health and well-being of the nation's children." Since then, other
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measures have been passed to insure that poor children are not excluded. As
recently as last spring,j Congress amended the Act to say that every needy child
attending schools receiving federal lunch money "shall receive" a lunch free orat a reduced price.

Still, only about 24 million of the nation's 52 million children under 18 par-ticipate in the program. Of the 9.1 million from poverty-level or below families,
only 5 million receive lunches free or at reduced prices. Of these latter, many
are subjected to degrading treatment long outlawed by Congress.

The National School Lunch Program is operated at the federal level by the
13. S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). An indication of USDA's concern
about feeding children may be seen in the fact that it took the Department
nearly four months to write regulations to implement the new legislation pas...f.'
in the spring.

In each state, the program is run by the Education Department through a
program rlirector. Each school distrk:t also has a school food service director. In
many schools the principal runs the program. It is a step-child of the educa-
tional system, despite the opinion of such leading child psychologists as BrunoBettelheim that hungry children tend to be anti-social and have difficultylearning.

"How one is being fed and how one eats have a larger impact on the person-
ality than any other human experience," Bettelheim says, while school officials
continue to ignore or violate the law with impunity. The situation is as bad inthe North as the South.

The program has always benefited the children of middle class families, wherethe federal subsidies for free and reduced price lunches are used to hold downthe cost of the meal to affluent youngsters. Hot lunches often are provided in
newer schools in middle class areas, while inner-city schools are by-passed. In
general, ghetto schools are older and lack adequate serving facilities. Officials,
either through lack of concern or imagination, are unwilling to experiment
with technological innovations that could bring hot lunches to hungry, needychildren.

The latest statistics available paint a gloomy picture :
In Hartford, Cennecticut, only a twentieth of the children receive free or

reduced price lunches. Only four out of 25 elementary schools provide lunch.
Yet, 13 per cent of the city's families are on welfare.

In Lincoln, Nebraska, only 814 free lunches were served last year out of the
14,253 meals prepared daily. There are no reduced price lunches. Yet, there are6,000 families living at or below the federal poverty guideline ,of $3,600 a yearfor a family of four.

In Lancaster, .?ennsylvania, 5,302 families earned under $2,000 a year, but
only 360 elementary school children received free or reduced price meals.

In Albuquerque, New Mexico. only half the children from poor families areserved.free or reduced price lunches.
In Manchester, New Hampshire, only 13 of 28 schoolt3 have lunch programs.Cities in Ohio are among the worst in the nation. In Akron, 26 per cent of the

elementary schools have a lunch program. Only four per cent of the children
living in low-income areas receive free or reduced price meals. In Cincinnati,
only 30 per cent of the poor children are able to participate. Less than a thirdof Cleveland's schools have lunch programs and only 7.9 per cent of the children
in poverty areas get school lunches. In Columbus, half the schools have lunchesand only 12.6 per cent of the poor receive food. In Dayton, less than a third ofthe schools serve lunch.

The federal program is often discriminatory. A Greenzille, South Carolinamother reports that some of her children receive free or reduced price luncheswhile others do not. The reason? The children attend different schools.In outright violation of the law, some school districts set quotas for the num-ber of children permitted to receive free or reduced price lunches. For example,Abingdon, Virginia, has a 10 per cent limit on free lunches. In Hardeeville,South Carolina, poor children receive the lunches on alternating weeks, a notunique practice.
In Georgetown, Texas, where there are 1,000 pupils, approximately 100 freeand reduced price lunches are expected to be distributed this year, despite thefact that over 30 per cent of the country's families are poverty level.
In the urbane college town of Chapel Hill, North Carolina, 200 children offamilies receiving Aid to Dependent Children (ADC) payments are refused free

lunches. School officials there labelled the children "free-loaders."
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The situation in Mississippi may best be summed up by this letter from
Tylerstown : "I am a poverty family. We does not have no employment. We have7 in the family and we have 4 children to attend school. The lunch cost 300 permonth from Welfare and we are not able to pay this amount. We would likefree lunch if possible."

Where free or reduced price lunches are provided children, flagrant abuses ofthe law are reported. The most common is discrimination. Anti-hunger workersestimate that 75 per cent of the children receiving free or reduced price meals
are stigmatized by school practices. Dr. Bettelheim said, "Eating and being fedare intimately connected with our deepest feelings. They are the most basicir teractions between human beings, on which rest all later evaluations of our-
self, of the world, and of our relationship to it."

Imagine the scars left on children who are subjected to the followingsituations :
In Des Moines, Iowa, those receiving free or reduced price lunches have ablack star on their food card.
In Raleigh, North Carolina, officials use either red tags or verbal identifica-tion in the lunch lines to brand poor children.
In Gary, Indiana, children to receive free lunches are segregated in the line.
In Indianapolis, Indiana, separate lunch periods or lines are used, dependingon the school.
In Alliance, Nebraska, poor children line up ln front of the principal's office

once a week to get their food cards. The other children have no doubt why theirschoolmates are there.
A lady from Caldwell, Idaho, explains, "My girl said she'd rather do without

lunch than be made a fool of in front of the children like she was." That reactionis typical. Children are proud. They'd rather starve than seem to be beggars.
These practices are illegal. The law says : "Avoid (mart identification to their

peers of children receiving such meals" and "protect the anonymity of the chil-dren." It specifically outlaws each of the above practices.
Another form of abuse is that of child labor. In about half the ,chools,istrators induce children to work for their "free" or redl ed lunchmany cases, parents who hear c- lunch program ask th., principalabout it. The principr Ais id., . .i, -Wouldn't your child like to mork

for his lunch?" Not many parents say no to this kind of coercion.
In Chatham, Virginia, where children help pick the tobacco crop, wages are

withheld to pay for free and reduced price lunches. Chatham, incidentally, usesTitle I money, earmarked by Congress to improve directly the educational pro-gram for disadvantaged children, to pay for a planetarium for adult educationelas-es and for an astronomy-navigation teacher.
In ._'opeka. Kiansas, children in special education classes, usually the poorestand most needy, miss classes so they can work for their meals. An even moredrariatic case was reported in Troup County, Georgia, whet. children earnlunt by guarding the garbage cans so other hungry youngsters won't steal thesCra226.
Needless to say, the law forbids requiring children to work for their meals.Adding fraud to injury, many schools where children are asked to work claimfede il reimbursement for the meals served these youngsters as "free" lunches.Eligibility standards are a major obstacle to participation. The law reads"Meals . . . shall be served without cost or at a reduced price to children who

are determined by local schools and service institutions to be unable to pay thefa cost of the meal."
A ilother writes fro:2 Dena irk, South Carolina, ''The situation in our com-munity is that most of our children does not have money for food at schoc orany place. Some parents doesn't even earn enough to properly provide for nemeven 'heir homes. They are hungry and unable to cope with constantly ri-Angprices on foods- and other necessary items. But food is what we are concei iedabout. .Thcome zs too low to provide the proper food." For reasons as yet unex-

plained, these hiidren apparently are too wealthy to qualify for the program.The inequities are easily seen in the way the criteria vary from communityto community. In Georgetown, Texas, a family of five earning $191 a monthmust pay full price for ..:_ach child's lunch. In Albuquerque, New Mexico. afamily o four must earn ill a month or less before lunches for the childrenare reduced to half price. In Williamsburg, South Carolina, a family must makeless than $1,800 a year to qualify for free school lunches. In Salina, Kansas, thesame family w-ruld have to make $2,800 or lessstill only $234 a month to feed,house and care cor four persona.
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These practices may be stopped in 1971 when the schools are required by law
to follow a national income eligibility standard based on a minimum $3,720
yearly income for a family of four. However, as past experience demonstrates,
school officials rarely obey the letter of the law when it comes to feeding chil-
dren, and the government has never cracked down on violators.

Officials are often insulting. When one Chicano parent in Caldwell, Idaho,
asked that his child receive a free lunch, the principal retorted, "The Spanish
should work for their lunch."

Another parent reported, "When we asked for lunch free the principal asked
all kinds of questions such as, did we have a car, a T.V., do we raise a garden,
do we own our own house or pay rent."

In Muskogee, Oklahoma, a parent was told, "Welfare recipients are allotted
money for food, therefore they are not eligible for a second handout." It is in
Muskogee, where children are allowed to charge their lunches, that poor children
who cannot pay their bills are told they will not be promoted. Such practices
have also been reported in parts of Alabama, Idaho and elsewhere.

The problem is that school officials regard free and reduced price lunches as
charity for which parents are expected to beg and children grovel.

An application form in Eden, North Carolina, begins with this statement :
"There is no such thing as a :, rec lunch ! Some one must pay for every lunch
served." (Emphasis in original.) The questions that follow are more complicated
and detailed than those for a Diner's or American Express card. The names of
two character witnesses are required.

The law: "Discourage the use of long and detailed formai application forms.
Simple t, "-qements of family income, family size plud hardship reasons should
be acceptable without forms involving 1on7-winded and irrelevant questions."

How do school administrators rationalik.e their practices? The response of
one superintendent is typical. When it was pointed out that schools in Lincoln,
Nebraska, were breaking the law in the administration of the lunch program,
Superintendent John Prasch replied, "We're uot smart enough to figure out
bow to obey that law."

Other administrators have alibis nearly as absurd. in Greenville, South
Carolina, poor children were observed chewing on their shirt collars while their
more affluent schoolmates ate. Questioned about this quaint custom, officials said
that if the youngsters don't go to the lunchroom, they would be left unsuper-
vised. Nothing was said about food.

Then there is the case of a South Carolina man who was notified by the
Department of Public Welfare that his ADC check was being increased from
$27.20 to $38.12 a month because his wife had return.?.0 'borne. His food stamps,
however, would cost $34 a month, the state said. Still, his two schoolage young-
sters are ineligible for free lunches.

He wrote: "Dear Sirs: This is to notify you that I is disable and my wife is
disable. And we have 2 children to support. My wife have been in the rest home
and they sent her back to me. My doctor pronounce me disable to work and the
Welfare only gives us $38.12 for all of us. I am enclosing this letter so you can
see for yourself. I feel that I am unjustified. That is why I. am writing to you.
Hoping to hear from you soon. P.S. I have 2 schcol age children. My wife is
paralized and can't do for them and I need help."

Ric exy for help raises essentially the same question about American justice
as a. 10-year old boy from Boise, Idaho. He was attending a recent commanity
organization meeting where anti-hunger workers explained children's right to
lunch under the law.

The boy, who is required to work for his lunch at a Boise elementary school,
raised his hand. Why, he wanted to know, if his father was in jail for breaking
the law, weren't the men in prison who broke these laws?

Mr. LEONARD. The local practices which are used by school officials
to keep down the number of children receiving special assistance
boggles the mind. Some communities set up a quota system in which. .a hnut is placed on the number of free or reduced price lunches,
regardless of need.

Others use various devicespublishing names of eligible families
in newspapers, announcing over the loudspeaker the names of the
children who get free lunches segregating the children who receive
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free lunches serving free lunches on different colored platesall of
which are designed to intimidate children.

Some use the school lunch program as a disciplinary tool, with-
holding or threatening to withhold food to control behavior. Chil-
dren had wages withheld for farmwork in order to pay for lunches,
and others had to miss class in order to work for meals.

Other communities use application forms which, although clearly
illegal, are long, complicated and request personal information which
is unrelated to the need for better nutrition.

The article details these conditions, and the files at the children's
foundation contain hundreds of letters describing the agony of indi-
viduals who ask only for what the law says they should have.

What all this really says is that indifference, apathy, prejudice, and
discrimination continue tO be dominant influences in a program which
many ,thildren may use to judge the worth of their society and, their
country.

Inadequate local support by public officials, combined with in-
adequate funding and program direction from the Federal level,
practically assure the school lunch program will not achieve the
goals which the Congress has set. Obviously, the support is not
available within the program to fuffill the promise made by the
White House last, Christmas that all needy children would be reached
with a school lunch by Thanksgiving.

The dimension of the problem is greater than the difficulty of
reaching all children, poor or not, with food service when they are
in school. Even if we could achieve this objective tomorrow, there
is serious question that the problem of child malnutritionorhunger
would be solved.

Two years ago the USDA analyzed the nutritional content of the
lunches served in the schools participating in the program. The
survey results are shocking. Over a third of the lunches did not
meet the type A nutritional requirementswhich raises a question
of whether the Federal Government was being defraudedand even
a larger number of lunches were deficit in the nutrients (protein,
ascorbic acid, calcium) which are essential to the health of children,
particularly.

In addition, there is growing evidence that the food, we consume
today, is not what we expect it to be nutritionally. A chemical analysis
of the food served in the lunch program, for example, is likely to
show that it has less nutritional value than the "paper" value assigned
to it by nutritionists.

This situation is due partly to the development of processed foods
which have "hollow" caloriesthat is, calories which do not carry
other essential nutrients. But it also is due to the fact that we do
not know what happens to the nutritional value of foods under new
methods of production, or the effect which different ,techniques of
processing and handling have on nutritional quality. ,

What I am suggesting is that we have recognized a national
problemhunger, and malnutritionexists for which a national pro-
gram structure has yet to be established as a way to respond to it.

The present program is essentially a series of local responses to
local conditionswhich explains the consistency of it's inconsistent
standards and procedures. The program at the Federal level wears
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the blinders of production politicsthat is, it is essentially an
instrument to increase the consumption of whatever is produced
under the farm programs. How else do you explain these conditions :

Development of a program budget is unrelated to the needs of
local schools and communities.

Planning at the community and State level for child feeding is
nonexistent. No one has any idea of the needs in this program area
5 years hence, other than educated guesses.

The data on which the Congress could base the funding decisions
it already has made only now has become available; and only because
the chairman of a House committee was concerned enough to gather,
analyze, and publish it. The USDA has yet to provide the Congress
with similar data.

No public agency is developing a data base of the food preferences
of children, even though the objective of the child feeding prcgram
is to deliver food in a nutritious form appealing to the child vthich
the child will consume. Menus are designed today on the basis of
what people think children like to eat, or should eat.

No research program has been structured to analyze and report
at intervals on the nutritional quality of the food American citizens
consume, even though the technology of producing, processing, and
serving is being revolutionized.

These are not the type of activities which the executive or legis-
lative branches would engage themselves in if they- were concerned
with the politics of production. None is relevant to a production
orientation, nor, can they be understood by individuals who follow a
production philosophy. All are relevant to the politics of distribu-
tion, however, and that is the nature of the prOblem we are finally
recognizing.

Or, I should say that some of usthis committee, in P a r ti cul a r
are recognizing. And that is the real tragedy. Just when we are
beginning to understand the true dimension of the problem, the
Congress and the country have begun to find hunger boring.

And that to me is the greatest crisis of all.
, The effectiveness of a democratic system in a modern, complex

world will be conditioned by the quality of the administration of
its laws.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be happy to respond to any
questions.

Senator MCGOVERN. Thank you very much, Mr. Leonard, for a
very outstanding statement, and I must say it is one that is rather
disheartening to me as a member of this committee.

The Congress of the United States, years ago, really committeditself to the pledge that every needy child in this country should
receive a free or reduced price meal, and to make sure that there
was no mistaking the intent of Congress, as you know, we reaffirmedthat pledge in even stronger language a year ago.

We made some definite effort to put in the words "shall receive"so that there was no mistaking the intent of t.he Congress, that
we wanted every needy child in this country that was in school tobe offered a free or 'reduced price meal, and we said, they shouldbe fed.

It is a very clear instruction.
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Now, the President backed that up with his promise at the end
a last year that by the time Thanksgiving rolled around this year
we would have accomplished that goal. To a great extent, that bold
pledge on the part of the President, which led me to put out a
public statement praising him, and saying I thought progress on
the hunger front was the most outstanding single achievement of the
administration its first year of office.

But as I understand it, what you are telling us is that there are at
least 9 million needy children in school who ought to be receiving
these free or reduced price lunches, and that as we approach Thanks-
giving this year we are reaching only about half of those youngsters.

Is that substantially what you said today ?
Mr. LEONARD. Yes, sir, that is exactly right.
I might add that probably the number is larger than 9 million.

We don't know, however, and I think that this is basically the
problem we are dealing with. We have never been able to define, in
numbers the need that we use in generalized statements say what
we intend to do.

Senator McGovEmc. I find that a very painful gap between not
only the instructions of the Congress, hp.L, the pledge that the Presi-
dent made in a very specific manner. It seems to me that this is the
kind of yawning chasm between what we say we are going to do
and our actual performance that causes people all over the country
to wonder about the good faith of the Government.

They, wonder whether the Congress can actually carry out its in-
tentions and whether administration officials from the President on
down are really serious when they make these pledges.

I think we either ought not to make pledges of that kind, or we
ought to carry them out.

What do you feel is the significance of the very modest gains that
you do refer to in total participation? Isn't the figure that you give
at great variance with that given by the Department of Agriculture ?

As I interpret these figures, there have been some. 2 million in-
creased numbers of children who receive these lunches.

In other words, are we really making very much progress at all
in terms of reaching categories of children that are truly needy
children who ought to be participating in this program?

Aren't we really just making up for some of our pa&c, sins, rather
than expanding the program to new children ?

Mr. LEONARD. I think the numbers contain several interesting
points. Some of them I tried to point out in my statement.

For example the budget this year is based on a total participation
level of about 24 million children. Yet, the Perkins study indicate
that we are going to have to increase participation level in the pro-
gram from about 19 million to 24 million, that is a 5 million increase.
That is about a 25-percent increase in 1 year's time.

The history of the past 10 years indicates that program has been
growing by less than a million a year.

The differences . between 1968-69 and 1969-70 indicates a real
growth in the program of about 700,000.

I frankly am afraid that on the basis of performance the program
capabilities are such that they could not make this large increase.
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The variance between the additional number of children recthving
free lunches and the total number of children added to the program
indicates also that children who have been paying now are being
converted over to a free or reduced price status.

The program is not even reaching additional children. This con-
cerns me becanQe when you begin to look at the reports coming in, as
we have, from individual schools, the problems of individual families
in obtaining the services for their children indicate a reluctance, a
gap, at the local level to reach out and bring the additional children
who neerl nutrition into the program.

We neeu to know a lot more about the program than we do. We
need a lot more information. We need the kind of data gathering that
this committee did and that Congressman Perkins did.

We need it done each year. We need it at the beginning of the
school year, and we need it checked at the end of the school year.

One of the problems is that unless you begin student participation
in September, the chances of increasing student participation through
the year become harder. If the program is started good and strong at
tbe beginning of the school year, participation will start out strong
and will continue strong.

Senator McGovnux. Mr. Leonard, one of the things that I, find
deeply frustrating is that every place I go around the country, if I
make a statement that this country is rich enough then so th'at there
ought not to be one single hungry child, everybody applauds.

I have never found anything other than a favorable responst to
that. It is hard for me to believe that this is anything other than the
view of most Americans. They don't want hunger to exist in this
country:

You state hi your testimony that hunger is becoming a boring sub-
ject to many people. I think that probably is true. I have noticed it
has been difficult to sustair public interest in the work of this com-
mittee even though the problem is very large, and yet there is this
general acceptance across the country, or at least I find it that way
and I think other members of the committee have, that the American
public are ready to respond to leadership to, put an end to hunger in
this country.

What do you think can be done to revitalize this interest, where
it needs to be revitalized, at the Government level?

What is missing in really Closing this gap between the promises we
make on h, ..ger and our performance ?

Mr. LEONARD. I think there needs to be very basic reforms both in
the executive and in Congress. too. Congress has just now finished upa f rm program for 3 years.

zhink to the public the public that saw the reports, the feeling is
that : "well, Congress has now acted on the food problems in the
United States, and therefore we can rest easier. We know that what-
ever difficulties there are in the food and nutrition area are being
taken care of."

But in reality Congress has not faced the real problems in food and
nutrition, because the only thing that the committees took care of
this time was the question of what kind of programs will we have to
control production, to assure the United States that there will be an
adequate amount of food ?

7
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"Brit the pi,oblni. .17Ve, are dealing ',with in.,: the Itinch, program; .the
problem we are_ dealing with in the family feeding i progrms; the
'problerns We- are "really dealing withi: -when :we, talk about nutrition
-an& 'h011oW'' Calories, ! rand-, an Tthe ::"snap;;.Crackle,: :fuss," ahput
-CerealS- 'qUestion of: distribution:: , ,,,[

We know' how td , deal 'with the politics, of pioductioi We are so
expert -at it :that! we :become -bored wheh we Wk.:about anythintT else.
But Congress has to begin dealing with the politics of distribution...,

:Prod-action:is- part Of the whole:distribution seqUence,,but until:we
'begin to consider seriously, the problems of the :farmers; the:handlers,
the procesSorS, :the distributors, the Tetailers: and the- consumers, we
never really are going to be able to deal successfully with the: kind of
-conditions we liave in- the _school lunch prog-ram. . , , ,

This 'is- really a -distributiOn .program.- It as, a ;Means of. distributing
nntrition to -,Yroups. The retail 'segment :-We have:now- is a -system- for
distributing food to families.- Congress has to deterinine., policies
relating to ',distribution, the executive: has to administer a.:program
that' deal§ with:distribution, , .- - ' ;- ;:-.. ,.:,

-My' experience-in: the :executive! branch has, been :that: we also tend
to deal with; the politics Mid:policiesand,we' don't .deal :as well we
-should With.theachninistratiOn and operation ,of 'the ,progranis.:.:-:

think the lexecntive :has: to: getback ,mOre to the function of; carry-
ing and adthiniStering prograrns.-, : .'\ ; ; ,;

Senator McGovEn.-. 'Senator -Hart; do you' have, questions ?,
Senator HART. Mr. Leonard; 'that us.fine.: We should have this Com-

pleth underStanding'of the' sequenCe froth productibn to-,distribution,
but what' in'.heaven's narne _do you ocl.O.with:af-sehool! official who :decides
that- the-,Way to Maintain discipline in classrOonis is to-put the kid:on
-bread art0 wateil:; ! , ;".' .; ; ; , -:..:

You are saying here that' the docal _practices usdb y schOól officials
'to -1Keep-down the nuMber of children 'receiving assistance ;boggles the
mind: Some: Use the School hunch ,prograin;_ youfsaidas;a ,disciplinary
measure,. Withholding foodto:COntrol behavior..!

IJilless'-you,:laaVe,a'-communitysense , Of outrae....'-at
Washington is not going to be able to deal with it. .,r;

Mr.-, EttmARn.: ( NO;-: Congress -can"t sup ervise -the..bperations of pro-
o=rarias :in 70,000 schOols,:. hut !I think , the :eicectitive branch; With More
insiStence :from Congress,::;coukt go to:the. eduCational- system- :itself
and Say",that Mitrition -is important to the 'edueatiOn process. .; . : ; .

"Most professional ed-UcatorS today -considerthe::.schOot: lunch, pro-
grain as part of the business ,side of' schOol: In some: Schools- they use
the school-. lunch program to:, pay for' 'the I cost -of financing :athletie
programs.

In some others, they' use them partly to pay for the cost ,of janitor
services. They have to put up with it, -but that does not mean they are
really going to' do :anYthing about making food 'service work.

It is a problem-- of attitudes.'
.

Senator HART. You mean that there are considerable, numbers of
school personnel 'who fool that

'-a
hUngry child is a desirable- thing in

the classroom; 'or, that it is a matter of andifference;:or- that .it is' just
a burden they should:notbe forced-to' assume, when we: give them the
food, to make sUre the- Child: gets :ritg' : -:-. !'' --

42-778-.71-p t. 8 6
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Mr. LEONARD. Many of them consider it to be a burden. They are
indifferent to it.

We do not have today either then in the Office of Education or in
the Department of Agriculture a real program of nutrition educa-
tion. There is nothing that we can point to and say, "here is a cur-
riculum that will allow you to use the school lunch program as a way
to demonstrate to children that society cares about them in their
school."

To me the lunch program is an integral part of our education pro-
gram in the United States

'
but we don't treat it that way. The child

comes into society for the first time in an institutional way through
the schools.

Ile learns about society and its institutions first in school, because
it is the first institution he comes into. The thing he learns in school
is that society, instead of being a giving mechanism as well as taking,
is that it takes, and works hard to make sure they don't get anything.

So you could be using the lunch program as a way of telling the
child the society cares about him. The way we use it now is to tell him
society does not care about him. But we have no mechanism. There is
no policy, no program, no currkulurn in this area at all.

Senator HART. I don't understand, and I must ask you to clarify
your statement on page 9 that over one-third of the lunches did not
meet the type A nutritional requirements, which raises the question
of whether the Federal Government was being defrauded.

What fraud do you think has occurred?
Mr.. LEONARD. The school lunch program operates on the basis that

the schools that serve the type A lunch will be reimbursed for that
lunch. The regular reimbursement is about 1 ane a half to 5 cents per
lunch. The special assistance reimbursement through section 11 and
section 32 now has been authorized up to 30 cents.

I. doubt if there is any legal remedy to this, but it does raise the
question that if you are requiring to serve a type A lunch and do not,
then you are receiving money under false,circumstances.

Senator HART. It ls a .frand on .the Government, but, an even worse
hurt to the child.

Mr. LEcorAno. Much worse. That is the really serious problem.
Senator ILurr. Yes. As the chairman said; he does not find anybody

booing and- hissing him when he says we should have no hungry
children..But we still find we, are programed in a fashion that leaves
many, many hungry children,-and I share with him the feeling that
ifthere is.any broad support across this country for any proposition,
it is that we do subscribe to the concept that we feed the hungry ; at
least we do when they are children who are not responsible for their
plight and who, as children have no means to reverse the society's
pattern which produces this tragic situation for them.

Now, I suggested this before, and I raise the matter again, espe-
cially in light of your theory that the Congress and the country find
hunger a boring subject now :

Would it be possible to ask the Federal Bureau of Investigation to
discover communist agents at work in our country devoted to the
proposition that the children of this country shall not be fed? If we
can find an enemy, then maybe we will feed the children.
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Isn't that sort of the way' we Etat (too often? W3 get to the moon
largely because the RuSsians might have gotten there first?

Mr. LEON.ARD. We always seem to want. to have to operate by the
devil theory. We need to find the devil.Senator.HART: Do you suggest the po2sil'-ity?

Mr. LEONARD. I personally don't s, 3ribe to that theory.
Senator HART. 'ou don't subscrit J it nit you acimowledge we

react that way, and if you have to adopt the wrong philosophy to get
the Phildrqn fed, where is the devil?

Mr. T.Pc -Ann. The devil is our own ig- lee, our failure to realize
that change makes it necessary for us to ca,-,nge our ways of dealing
with the problem.

We say in the country that we produce enough food to feed all
Americans and 50 or 60 million people overseas, we accept that as
being an automatic solution to the problem of hunger, but it cannot
be done simply by assuring that farmers are producing enough to
feed themselves and 35 other people.

An awfully lot of distribution hardware that is needed after the
food leaves the farm gate.

Senator McGovErm. Senator Percy ?
Senator PERCY. I think that you put our finger on something that

might be considered a scandal, and probably what we are doing is
indicting the Congress of the United States.

Maybe the public is bored because they heard a great deal about
the subject.

The need was clearly demonstrated. No reasonable person could say
that this nation does not have the resources to feed people, and that
it is' not in the national interest to have malnourishment eradicated,
particularly among children. The public may have assumed that once
the case was proven that we did something about it.

They just ,assume that -reasonable people possessed with the facts
'and having the authority to act, would do something about it. But
you take the Status now.,We passed a bill in the Senate for $1.7 billion,
a few hundred million dollars less than we would have liked, but $1.7
billion. :

This is the fourth month' of the fiscal year -1971. Where is the bill?
It is not reflected in increased food going out then to the poor. It is
:in conference still, and we, are going on recess now, and for another
month nothing is going te be done. .

But the system has not worked in that respect and it also has
failed to work in -other respects..We are going to go on recess, and
because of this, we are not going to be given a chance to vote on the
SST. We are not going to vote on it, because Senators and Congress-
men are up for re-election. They don't want to be put on the record
on this issue and, because they don't want to vote on the issue -nnder
the continuing resolution, we will continue to spend $25 million amonth for the SST.

While we continue, we don't have money for food stamps. I simply
say we have a responsibility to make this system work better. All the
framework is there to make it work, but lethargy is setting in, and wehave been unable to properly respond.

82
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F think this coniMittee has put; its :finger:on:a question c natio- 1.

priorities. The-evidence and,,thehearings Clearly yeveal the Tr ladj:-.:st-
Ment hi our priotitie& , , , ,;;

I think your testimony this: inorning has:helped us. a , gi _
I would like to ask orie,question with yespect to how Man:

boards there are that contract ont their schOollunch programs tc Ycod
management :companies, and:how successful:has 'this procedure b:

-Mr. LEONARD: don't lolow :whether anybody knows the a! .al
number. The amount of contracting is relatively small.. The Stai
New Jersey has done the:most of any. State that I am familial- wi

'The volume is increasinir, mainly because of the efforts of ; :or )f
the larger urban areas, Detroit, for example, trying to mee- ie
pressure, respond to pulolic pressnre. :

Cities lia,re contracted with' tood Managememti :firms to do
I'don't think it'is entirely:fair to judge their performance under these
-conditions, becatise what they:.are trying to ,.do is, to, .respond to a
crisis situation with Sack lunches; and: Other kinds of food services
which,' if you hadYOUr choice you wolildprefer. not to ;utilize, ,

I think that the food management approach; is' coe of- the key
answers to the problems in theurban,areas,. particularly the,urban
areas esPecially: in, cities ;with :laro-e. nuMberS .of; schoOls that Were
built then 'prior to the tiMe School. funClYpyogranis,:wereinaugurated.
They lack the physical space aiid the facilities to :serve, fob&

If they served food, it lias,to be, serVed in.classrOoms,and teachers
don't like to serve food in classroonis.

; Senator PERCY: Would it be:a iri.ore efficient Way.Of;monitoiing :the
Mitritional Content-Of the lunches ?; ,1 ; ,,

) Mi,. :LEONARD.: :It you are servhig out , of :a.central Commissary, it
would be easier to monitor:::

Senator PEnOir.::.1Ids; there been lenough.:experience tO ;determine
whether it s a lOwer=.cost,:-More.efficientway,adoing:things:!?

The:itechiligne; is rwhat is iniportant ,there.: You
redneiiik yOulabor .dostS', ybti :are :cutting ;Oa SOme of-the equipmentcosts;)!.; ,

:The advantage that the food management company has, , is; :the
Management e'lperience and expertiSe,'which;is sadly';lacking,,in the
program.now ,; , ;, ;.; ;f

am mit sure ,that you: can...say i you: know that, the: private sector
is going to be any more efficient It;is' just that they:have; the:whip of
;competitiOn, plus" the experience. .

So at this point I would say, that criven the two approaches the food
management company, probably woTild come in at a lower Cost.

Senator PERCY. Thank you:
SenatOr MoGoynaig.. I want just to underscore: what Senator Percy

has said. I did not mean, to imply for :one minute' that the Congress
-can e....geape its reSponsibilities and, the -pledges that :have been made
to put an end to hunger in the United. States. We ,bear as heavy a
burden of that respOnsibility.:as the,administration does.

I' continue 'to be appalled:that the -HonSe Of ;Represent...al-7es has
let more than a, year go by without any action on the food stam7.
reform bill.

Now, it is true that the appropriations to fund the istig ur
reformed food stamp program have gone to conteren, they

1;
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did.---theyAniVe :not :enacted ,.en: the: fundamental, ;reform of ()Ur ...food
stamp program.

We' 'Were :led te believe We: :just :waited-. Until . the .:1--Iause
AgribUltUre :COMI-nittee :took actiorr on :the larim bill, that..then they
WOUld'keep -faith with, us on the food. starnyreformfbill. .

What they did was to pass a lousy farm bill and do. nothing -on
the -food Stamps reform:. So: I. share Senator.Percy7s :impatience and
disgust with the lack:Of actiOn: here, in' the:Congress but I- do think
this is'a two;-way matter, -and we have not had. the lcind- of pressure
and Continued leadership. from .the adininistration that was needed,
either.' . .

:In any event, the gal-J.-between *hat we said we .-Were °ping :to :do
more than a year ago and what . was actually accomplisl7ed I think

a great disappointment -to all -the members of this . comMittee.
Frankly, it indicates the -need -for, .continuing surveillance by all of

us if*e are. going. to- get oni top: of- this :problerh of -hunger%
Senator Prtrto.k. Probably ::if -we had: a: ioint; :comthittee- .on: hunger

aad malnutrition and got a few House Merabers.!deeplycoficerned: as
cYzarcerned as we haVe become about this problem;:we:,might , have
oVercome the prieblencr of inaction:;

is: tjUsttoe ak4 1 sUppose; thatwe did. not Make; this:. a joint . cern,.
mittee..

-Senator HARrr.,,Mr. ChairMan; all of that is:fine, and:I agree with
it, but who is supposed---we have got schools using this program andl
now you-come: in-..and:fell uS all this :litany; eftorrors.

Who is supposed to have eliminated these thin& .yon:are talking
about,-the local -practices .Used)by:§choot officiiag to keep: doWn ;the
fininberl of :children, getting- a lurid' r.

'Some f :Corrimunities set up a -.,qUota ; :system. OtherS f.rirse devices
publishing narheSIOf in newSpapers,,:anneuncing over
the londspeaker the. names .:of: the childrent:Who.: get free lunche&

lunches that: :are; ent-.there:r.,They,tsegregate.:the..:ehildren
who receive free .luriches,- serving free lunches on different colored
plate§ to intimidate children. ;Who is suppOsed . to de: Soniething about

Sothe :use:soh-eel:. lunch' --programs a8 di seipl inary,:.program
good:- or' we- Won't,fred Sonie ehildren: had. *ageS: Withheld from:
farm work. The others had to miss class to wOrk.for meals.

Other communitiesr:use,apPlication-,..lorms.! Which;.: though, clearly
illegal, are- lorig-and-,complicated and:request personal,information
Which:is unrelated te the heedifer nutrition.-.-This' is' What -is going: on
now. Who-is supposed to ride herd. on -it? . V ,

. -Mr. LEONARD..This :is -.the jeli of the' administratorS of the program.
This is the job of the executive branch. This is the job of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. It-iSthe job of the- Office.Of Education.--

Senater .HArrr:-.-,That;;was..:my ,understandirig. What;is their ;ex-
planation for the sequence of events that you describe ?

Is: it that, they, -don't haVe: the ',Meal :personnel, ot the local school
beards are-too. toll& for :then'', or:do.- theSi. 'regard this as 'a: burden. We
should :not have imposed:On them-? : .

Mr. LEONARD. In some cases they are not aware of it::My experience
is the higher you get in the- bureaucratic strueture, the less you now
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know about the progiams you are responsible for. Very often they
simply are ignorant of these problems.

Secondly, the Department of Agriculture is an old, line agency, the
same as the Office of Education. Both are extremely reluctant to try
to improve programs by bringing pressure from above and local
government.

They believe that whatever local government does is what the local
people want, and therefore it is not our job to interfere with it.

Senator HART. How can we express to them our complete disagree-
ment with that concept and their responsibility ? How can we tell
them that we don't believe that we have authorized a program that
will permit service to the poor child on a different colored plate from
the child from a home of some affluence?

Senator PERCY. Senator Hart, maybe I could make a suggestion.
If Mr. Leonard would give us the names of any schools he knows
showing this form of discrimination, this committee would refer
those names to-the Department of Agriculture and demand action.

:I think that would be the simplest way to do it.. We .have made, a
general statement::

Senator HART. It is a tragic thing to think you have-to assemble
a. select comniittee of the Senate . tO persuade k-the Department ; of
Agriculture that different plates don't go.

Mr. LEONARD. I think we have--,I would like to address myself to
that question: , . .

Senator McGovEnw. You will: have to: be brief, because . we have a
rolleall pending here.: , . .

!: Mr. LEONARD. All right I think the, only effective way we can do
that is maintain the kind of surveillance system,Ha system parallel
to the administrative structure which reports badk to =all interested
parties .as to what is :going on in:that .systena,' r so that not only the
administrator of the program realizes what here is -going on for the
first time, Wilt also Congress and other interested groups ;in the execu-
tive branch.. = , :

,Secondly, I think the 'only sure Way you ,are eVer going to do that is
to do as is being done in some communitiesas was done in Detroit
to take the school board to court and say, "This is' illegal .and it has

ito = stop, and if it, is not stopped, there s going to be legal action
taken."

That iSthe only way you rootsome of- that out.)
Senator MCGOVERN. MemberS of the committee, we have a rollcall

pencling now. I think We will ask Miss Martin, who is mir next
witness, to hold until we return. This is an amendment offered by
Senator Ervin of North Carolina which is pending at the present
time.

So we will recess for about 8 or 10 minutes.
(Whereupon, the select committee recessed subject to call of the

chair.)
Senator McGovnim The committee will be in order, and our next

witneSs is Miss JoSephine Martin, who is the chief consultant to the
school food service program, State department of education,
Atlanta, Ga.
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STATEMENT OF MISS JOSEPHINE MARTIN, CHIEF CONSULTANT,
FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM, STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
ATLANTA, GA.

Miss MARTIN. Thank you, Senator McGovern. Mr. Chairman and
members of the committee, I am Josephine Martin, administrator of
school food services for the Georgia Department of Education in
Atlanta.

Lunch for every child from a low-income family by Thanksgiving
1970, is a goal made more reasonable by the passage of Public Law
91-248, the adjustments to the National School Lunch Act, a goal
difficult to achieve, however, in light of lateness of regulations, un-
certainty of appropriations, and restrictions on reimbursements rates.

I wish to thank you, Senator McGovern, and the Senate Select
Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, for your role and in-
fluence in the enactment of Public Law 91-248.

We in Geortria take pride in the fact that Senator Herman
Talmadge, Georgia's distinguished junior Senator, introduced the
original Senate bill 25-48 in thc: Senate, and we subscribe whole-
heartedly to his point of view that education,is a key to breakhig.the
Poverty cycle; that meeting a child's nutrition needs at school IS a
necessary part of their educational oppjrtunity:

,I feel that it is very appropriate that during National School
Lunch Week when the :theme is "School Lunch Means Effective
Education," that we have an opportunity to talk with you about the
Operation of the school lunch' program..

As only one of the 50 State school food service directors, I have
some real concerns about the operation in the future of the national
school lunch program.,What kind of leadership is needecIto motivate
school districts to provide corprehensive 'Child nutrition and nutri-. . _

tion education programs for a children?
How can th.e service and education aspects be coordinated -at

Federal, State, and local levels to avoid dilution of efforts through
fragmentation.

HoW can -we be instruthental in helping USDA perceive the urgency
of regulations and procedures which are timely, succinct, and reason-
able?

How can we communicate to the Congress and the President the
need for adequate available funding if we collectively are to meet
school day mitrition needs of children?

How can we utilize the resources of and cooperate with community
groups to achieve program purposes?

We stand inside the open door of the 1970's. We have in hand
Public Law 19-248 and the recommendations of the White House
Conference on Nutrition and 1 month's experience under the new
amendment&

We see the needs and the problems :acing us in long-range devel-
opment, but most of all State directors of facing some immediate
problems which have iirfaced since passage of the amendments, and
which must be dealt with expeditiously if we reach the Thanksgiving
Day goal.

There are six immediate concerns. One, providing information to
school districts regarding free ancl reduced price lunch requirements.

8e
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Two, clireetionS regarding fthids availabk for implementing,Public.
L-w 911:248.- Three, restrictions :by regulation limiting amount of
funds paid per lunch. Four, inath.quath nonfood assistance nmds.

Five, need for financial assistance for child nutrition program to
coordinators..

Six, need for positive direction to Coordinate nutrition services and
nutrition education to Provide necessary repetition and avoid un-
necessary and undesirable overlap.

These are some long-range needs with implications for inunediate
action. One, we need a national commitment to child nutrition educa-
tion programs.

T-wo, we,need a compreh thensive masr plan for child nutrition and
education programs in accordance with the recommendations of the
White House Conference. on Nutrition, and a timetable for hnple-
menting the ;recommendations.

We need comprehensive child.nutrition act combining the exist-
hig,act and amendments and filling in the gapS.necessary for a com-
plete p ro °Tam.

We need a national structure for planning,, developing, Coordinat-
ing, and-evaluating:child imtritibn programs.:

Becaus of, the .iminediacy, 'of the -first six COriberris identified and
their relationship to operatiOnal problems , I should like to discUSs

To inaplement the free and reduced price proVisionS of Public Layv
91f---24-8, in Georgia,-we are ,liolding a series;of 38,!meetings throughout
the State during the first 1.t da,v$ 0± 94§1?er-:Vittl Aulieri0e0ents
and principals ,and food.service!'dileCtors,, '

kit of :materials,has, been supplied eaCh:5.school, 'system 'and re-,
sponse to ithrproyisions,,d. i.nformationgiven to ,t1a,ese ,peOple., has
beeil, positive. ,Since. ,GeOrgia, lariked,',firSt, by ,t-spA 'Aati.SticS: in, Per-
centage of 'pupils participating, in;national,schOOr SySteth'S hnieh ,pro-
°Tams in the. 196940, year. you, ,WOuld -assiurie :that 0-eOrgia .sehool
administrators.-belive ,in nutrition as an integral part of education.

As further eviderce of their belief about School' nutritiOn, it is
worth!,noting, that school- systems haye budgeted ,approkiinatel.Y.1$
million each year from title- I funds', for free liniChes.,

During 196940 school year, P.,.9.; percent of' the 146 million lunches
-were free or, reduced. So therc. is. a positive environment for fre, and
reduced lunches for children., :

However, school administrators have valid concerns which are
bing advised in these meetings. Chie,concern is : Are any funds being
provided schools and districts to help implement the policies?

Another concern is, t1,1'0 ftlIlds available to assist school districts in
providing a child nutrition program coordinator. ,

Implementing the policies will require additional funds and addi-
tional staff at the system and school level. Althoug,h the provisions of
funds for child nutrition 'programs coordinator would require an
amendment to the act, I would recommend the importance of such a
position to the implementation of the new amendments, especiallythe
provisions for free and reduced price lunchesnutrition education,
training, experiniental programs, and 'developing annual plans of
operation.,-,
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The time is right for program planning, direction, and coordina-
tion. Unless help is provided and standards established child nutri-
tion program effectiveness will continue to vary from school to
school, depending on the interest of the principal.

The original bill 25-48 contained a provision for nutrition spe-
cialists. If Federal funds provided even one-half of cost for one
coordinator for each 20 schools with State and local systems provid-
ing the other half, the aimual cost would be less than $20 million,
and the results would be phenomenal,

As an example, South Carolina has a coordinator in every county,
and you will recall that South Carolina has constantly ranked in the
top five States in the Nation for effective school food service pro-.
0-rams.

Another concern of school administrators regarding implementa-
tion of the Secretary's income scale for free and reduced lunches is,
will there be sufficient funds to finance the same scale? The answer
given is assurance that congressional action which provided the
mandate has also provided assurance of funding.

The question posed by local administrators, magnifies tb...State level
concern for assurance and, positive direction .from USDA that funds
will be available to implement Public Law 91248, At,this momeiit,
States are far from being assured on the basis of congre,ssional action
and,adniinistrative goal setting of the Thanksgiving (roal.

Some confidence Was felt regarding funds. TentZtive planning
figure from USDA based on Senate reports indicated that Georgia
could provide reasonable rates to schools. The first:letters of credit
based on the House version did not contain the increased section 32

Even more distressina, we are now advised.that the letters of credit
for September througri October 15 -will be 13,ased ou the level.' of
funds available for the same period in 1969, which will mean . a 30
to 40'percent lesser ammint, than anticipated, under thp ,1971 Senate
-re

tates,-find ,themselves in a dilerr,4114, on one- hand being told to
'implement the law -and on the othi.x hand. having-.money: available at
the 1969 level.

. ; .

SchoolS, cannot provide free lunches that cost 45 to -50 cents: to
produce when 'the reimbursement :is:less' than 20 cents .per meal.

To really -componnd the problem in Georgia, when we were notified
of the tentative amounts, a 36-cent rate was established for free
lunches, and title I applications were adjusted by systems to allow
title I Rinds to pay only the differences betwemi the amount to be
paid 1-iy USDA fmids and State fmids and the total lunch cost,

Nov- the title I funds are reduced, and we are advised that Septem-
ber-October letters of credit will be held to the 1969 level.

What position should a State take? How can planning.be effective?
Congressman Carl Perkins summed it up succinctly in the remarks
of September 21,1970, to the-Education and Labor Committee.

These are a summary of his remarks. While the House and Senatereports have carefully provided for spending at a level to implement
Public Law 91-248, there, is nothing:in the administration of the pro-
gram either in guidelines or in recommendations which advises states
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of the positioni. an& I quote,' "It seems to me that States' and- districts
should be advised of congressiOnal intent to ,fund at the level of
-Public Law .91L-248." : ..

We cannot alloWHCongreSsional intent to be thwarted by failure
of the -USDA .tO achninister programs according to the wishes of Con-
gresS. . .

It is rny' understanding that the problem arises from the interpreta-
atm. Of the provisions of the.continuing resolution .as to the level of
funding that can be authorized.

Some States 'are botind by State :authority to the same rate pro-
mulgate& in 1969 for the same level of expenditures. School districts
cannot 'feed children without an 'assurance of 'funds. .

I do not pretend to know the inner workings of the Department of
-Agriculture .Or CongreSs- or the BUreau Of .the Budget. However,. I am
-vety much aWare of three thingS. "One-, that .the.- appropriatiOns bill, is
Pending. " TWo,' that the:States. have limited ;informatiorL and assUrarice
pertaining' tO funds' t.y. 1970-11;( and-;three,, that the !:States : are! in: a
precarious positionL'aii& need direction-and: aisurance,

As' State.S.Etqtet: ihvietr-tthEi, Tie* artieridin6ntpc the Ainding.;prOb-
leiii-: is compounded The natiohal hicoMe, r Poverty ;guidelinesy,will
-Make- 'More children eliLdble ;for i-free ; and ..-redueed .1iinChes an d Ibne
Gedigia -'diStriet estiinateS 25= percent !incroa)in eligible, children..-:

Another 'One estirciate'3.,560 5,000. .chilthenInotr.presently., eating
iihel.er.'':thriletv:.tguiclelind§:.,-Tliisasti school- distriCt is

'ralibacie §ei-sirig 80 perOnt(;of the ;P-iipils; ;and laSt ';year ..served;1:7
pe'tderitcff66-fthid.:-'id-ucc4a. ; ; :

W6 haVelySt;ebnipleted ;6; prelimina,rY incOmplete study Of Seteint_
.1?er reports. in Greoi.gia; and these reports indicate that 15 perCent
flë meals served in Sepfoinb,e'r !were free.and:',3:pereent reduced.'

This.lcOMPares to 24 .1:irer'derlt Of all; ; lunch serN;e& in May;!-',1970teifigltd6 diqrodit6a- -);! y.;*

September! ,Cle-clinel..inj-tiee, and ;reduced' hincheS;ALdentifiesoa
probleni which can. Only be solved by providing ..luncheS .to all chik

-of 'paperwdik, applications;;revieWS "nOtifiCa-
tiotis;',OrtifiCationvihateVer fYo-u! involved ! esiablishing
eligibility thereis a lag 'in getting lunches to .needy pupils

AlthoUgh "Viie Speak;with:-asstiranee to local 'school .; administrators
regardip;-0- .financing the' nationalu income-. scale, thereis. imbedded- in
-Us that Leling,. Why don't :we have an '. approPriation or asSurance of
-funds? -

Should we 'tell sChOols to withhold-implementation until funds are
assured? -Will we be faced with another embarrassing situation as we
have had with the special Milk program, when the appropriation was
provided and -we had no instructions about the-use of the special milk
money ?

Children are hinigry,' the laws, the intent, the appropriation are
there. Their needs to be- .a 'means to-,get us out- Of the dilemma with
which-'we..'are :faced.. 'The:funding predicament vividly demonstrates
the need .fOr implementing the advanced funding provisions of Public
Law' 91-.248.: ..- - -

-:,--Another iminediate. concern ;for. -regulation has, its rules in regula-
tions 210.11 vhich several' roadblocks :Which will. make them
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virtually impossible for States to administer child nutrition programs
in such a way that all needy children will be reached this year.

The most notable road block is 210.11. (a) of the regulation, which
requires States to pay 12 cents from general cash for food assistance
funds for all meals in a school before permitting States to pay. above
30 cents from ..-3pecial assistance funds for free or even reduced price
lunches.

This particular regulation will seriously impair the ability of at
least one Stat,i in the Nation in its use of State funds for school
lunches. The requirement will result in section 4 or general cash for
foods-assistance ftinds being diluted.

It will force States to pay a higher rate for nonneeded lunches, and
dilute. the States ability to assist the maximum number of needy
pupilS.

The regulations need to be 'changed to permit the States to pay up
tii'60'eerit's *here jiistified, frOm the funds that, are available. ;

Increased participation, conversion from a la carte to type -A,
i.eorganized'achoO1S-because 'Of integration,; place a heavy burden., on
Sbhoels.'*ith 'eki'Sting faCilities. t c. .1i

There-ig an ' 'argent' lieett.fOr''releaSe if nonfood assistance' funds.
Congressman Perkins recent survey of. the71States dridicated: 17,000
schools with no food service facilities. :It; ..; r
r'F-nriding- Of liorifocid-- aSsistance at ,the level/of .authOrizations in

Public Law 91-248 igfaiprereqnisit6 lachieving .the.goal of serving
fill Children. F"-r. i ,",f . :

iMriaediate Coriderri;is the needf for .coordination and diree,-
tibri' Of 'all' th:e coMponents ofirintrition! programs. The national locus
on nutrition and hunger has created a new interest lin 4-mtritiOn educa-
tion by governmental' :agencieS andlthe tprivate sector,. with, :resulting
fragmentation.

ItriirtritiOn edlicatioir is to 'be effeCtiVe 'in breaking the poverty
'670.6<arid iniprovingf foOd -habite coordination= is- eSsential. ;

The- niitiationlof )a Federal mastet.plan codperatively. deVeloped,
childJ dente:red,' and' edricatibnjoriented should establieh the framework
Codtdiriated-'prOgrains.

1- School food' serVice directors have opoused the need for nutrition
Since 19,16. As a' Matter of fact, cow.iressibnal records for 1945 and
1946'bear out the need for nutritiOri edueation efforts with the school
lunch program. .

Nntrition teaching will be more effectiVe when correlated with
school food service programs.

Immediate concerns are which are obstacles in the task of imple-
menting Public Law 91-218 must not over shadow the long range
needs, because we must begin now to plan for the comprehensive
child nutrition and nutrition education programs.

Preliminary reports of the national school food service finance
project conducted at Florida State University propose several models
for a universal food service and nutrition program.

The report raso reflects dramatically ;the -need for dynamic leader-
ship at the State and national level -in planning and prOgramirig
child nutriticin 'services in, accordance with the predetermined goal
and. commitments.

7:1;
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Many educators believe that a.; low-cost lunch for, needy children.
should be an intermediate, step in a, goal., for ,a, universal. lunch. Pro7
gram.

A few days ago the Superintendent of,thools in West . Virginia
announced ft new low-cost, with .15 cents ':heing .the, top :price, lunch
program -for payinu. children and-',free lunches to needy. children.

Dr. R. L. Johns a the University of Florida advocated 20 'years
ago that children Fhould pay no more than the cost of , food with
oneratino- costs being paid from-public funds.

The NItion is interested in child nutrition. The time is now for
eliminating the .7-oadblocks and developing a viable master plan for
the decade,

Educational specifications must be written, necessary. laws must ,be
passed, cost projects made and funds appropriated. Although the
major part of my remarks dealt with immediate problems_ confront-
ing the State: directors, there. is :the , urgent need: for comprehensive
planning and action. .

Thank you for Permitting me: to testify. today. I...wish to .express
appreciation to you and to the-members. bf this -committee; again for
your influence in the progress that 'has been made in the expanslon -of
the child nutrition prograin.

Thank you very much. . ,

Senator MCGOVERN.' Thank you for your statement,- Miss. Martin.
We appreciate your '. presenting it to -t4is, co*nmittee.: .

I was curions as you were reading your statement as to whether
the Departmen rt -of.:Agricultue- has indicated, to the States -that you
'are 'authorized,- to spend at the, :funding . level, -in . the ,Spnate-passed
appropriatio4 bills.

'Has there been any Cominithications tO that effect?
Miss gARTIN. No, sir.

:.Senator MCGOVrRN 3f the State:programs are not scaled to meet
the full need;c:is,-.14.....dueto a: hesitancy on thel part. of State- officials
to etriploy a biiii4get: that conimits -thein to . a usage".: of funds; that: they
'feel- are .nOt e1ef.i ly .forth-eorningt ,Is=thAt. tue t nub =a ,the,problem4;

Miss MARTIit. This is part of the problem. Some States. are -limited
by State autha.,?ity.tO Hying within; the-amount.of . money ;the .letters
of credit. Some f us are -behig.Yery bold-; and, ,helieving that we- are
'going to' getthe money, We-have prOthulgated the rates of reimburse-
ment in accordance with the new regulF::--.3-is.

.

'Senator- McGovEUN. There. came :to inY Attention the other :day' the
kind of application form that is used in. S ome of the, school 'districts
for stiidents that are applyino- for free or reduced price lunches. I am
-not going to read the whole form, but here -are a -few of the questions
that-are directed to the parents 'for determining the child's elig-ibility.

First, does the family :own a. car, if so, what make- and 'model
Secondly, what is your monthly house rent ?
Third, have you Ipaid for your school books and other school lees1
Also, a request is included- for . reliable.' references,- who :could be

contacted concerning the ,family's financial- Status, their character,
work and so forth, and then the parentwas. asked, to complete a. para-
graph that opens this' way,. our. reasons for making applicatio2.: for
free lunches are, and then the parent is asked to submit a statement
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in some detail as to the reasons; why they are requesting free or
reduced price lunches.

As it person who has been one of the more successful administrators
hi these' school lundh progratns, what is your: reaction to application
form of'that kind?

Miss MARTIN. My reaction is that the questions are completely
irrelevant. I also believe that some of the irrelevancy will bewell,
that the irrelevant questions will be eliminated on the application
which will be:a part of the new policy statement to be completed by
local school. systeMs.

The new USDA regulations are explicit in the information to be
included on the application. The Department of Agriculture -has
also provided a prototype kit to States with a saniple application.

The USDA prototype kit came in one day last week, but in Georgia,
for example, we have developed a kit with this much information to
local school systems about writing their new policy statement and
preparing attachments to go with the policy statement.

We have included-in-this kit a .sample applicaticim,and in this series
Of Meetings we are advising Schocil administrators that .the irrelevant
questions cannot stay on the application here. . :

'So it 'seems to' me:that :positive direction-and leadership from the
State -departments of education to' local school districts ; it- seems to
me also that assurance to 'local school -administintOrs that funds will
be available to meet. :the needs' of all . eligible 'children will help to
elirninate '§on-ie Of :these qUestions

In all fairness, and Lam very much opposed to the irrelevant ques-
tions; but we must face the fact that the school foed service programs
have-never:been adequately; funded,- and that the. local school admin-
istrator has had to make a very difficult decision of deciding whiCh
of the Children are applyincr for the lunches were -the .neediest and
in my judgment themajorit; of the principals or the majority of the
applications asking that type of question were written- with sincerity,
but 'unfortunately,' they 'were the wrong- kind§ of questions to beincluded; ;

But I do believe, or at least for the school administrators inGeorgiaand- we have had smile unfortunate applicntions, also,which I. hope We won't have a repeat ofthat the school administra-
tor§ were. trying very 'diligently to identify the -children who werethe .neediest and to make the be§t use of resources.

Now if we have the funds available and. can assure the local school
administrators that the, funds will be available and that it is reallymit up to them to pass judgment on the informalion that is contained
on the application, that they will accept this information and provide
lunches for the children.

The policy statement will also provide for a hearinfr procedure in
the event that the families are not satisfied with the decision. It will
provide for ;a challenge -procedure in the event that the school admin-istrators suspect fraud on the part of the applicant.

But in the meantime, while the application is being appealed orchallenged, the child will be receiving lunches.
Senator McGov-Eax. Thank you very much, Miss Martin.
Senator Javits, do you have questions?
Senator JA 'ITS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Miss Martin I don't know , whether you were here when Mr.
Leonard testified about the way in which local practices are being
used to keep down the number of children who- are entitled to
lunches. He used the phrase, "to keep down the number of children
receiving special assistance boggles the mind," referring ,to a local
practice used by school officials. : .

Have you. had any. such ekperiences? , ,

MiSS MARTIN. To my knoWledge, we have not had any such experi-
ences in the State. We have had some experiences reported, but upon
investigation we have been told that these were not beingwere not
actuallythat the school was not actually guilty of the accusations.

Senator Javits, again, it seems to me that the local school adminis-
trators have been burdened withwell, I don't know that I really
want to say "burdened"--local school administrators have had the
responsibility of providing lunches to children, but they have not
had sufficient funds.

There has been fragmentation of effort, and I. don't think there has
been a real national commitment on the part, of all education, officials
that school lunch-is an integral part of the total,educational program.

Unfortunately, I fear that because, of this lack of national commit-
ment that School .hinch is. a part of the, total Program,Isome local
administrators ,have, unfortunately, perceived this: ,as a :burden.

;But I. Would quickly add- that, this -comes . from the other States,
that our State board of education in the early 1950's established
school food service as a priority in .school building programs; and
consequently facilities were provided in all, schools in Georgia.

Senator J'Avrrs.' 'Based ;upon; what you have just said, regarding
lunches being an . integral part of the: education .process,, could you
giVe us any 'view; on school breakfasts?

I. have offered -a ,bill on school breakfasts--S., 1104and, I would
appreciate Very mUch, your views how that would fit in..

, Miss MARTIN'. Breakfast is one of the most- important, if 'not the
most important meal t of the day, and inany children come, to- school
without breakfast, because there is no food at home or no, one to
prepare the,food:, ,

In the 100 breakfast programs thrl,t we have operating in Georgia
we have-testimony after testimony from principals:and teachers that
breakfist makes a decided difference in the .performance of children
in the classroom, that, , as a matter of .fact, sOme teachers have said
that after ehildren have had breakfast at school' and they have had
the privilege of teaching children with breakfast, that they wOuld, if
they had to chooseand this is very difficult for one who really
believes in school lunches, you know to repeat, evenif they had to
choose between breakfast and lunch that possibly they would have 15O
take breakfast, because they can see such a difference.

Of course, in my judgment, it should not be one or the other, but
if a child needs breakfast, then breakfast should be provided and all
children who are in school during the lunch hour should have lunch
at school.

Senator JAVITS. To what extent is breakfast made available now in
the schools that you supervise ?

Miss MARTIN. We have approximately 100 schools in Georgia with
breakfast programs. ,

111' g
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Senator JAVITS. Out of how many ?
Miss MARTIN. Out of 1,850 schools. We have met resistance in the

initiation of school breakfast programs.
Senator JAVITS. On the whole, would you favor a Federal program

for breakfasts ? ,

Miss MARTIN. Yes, sir. I think that one of the problems for the
breakfast programone of the reasons for resistance is that we are
limited to paying 15 cents per breakfast, and most of the children
who are having breakfast at school come from low-income homes,
and do not have funds to pay for any part of the breakfast program.

Therefore, the school has to have some additional revenue from
other sources in order tc finance a breakfast IProgram. Or either the
school lunch program must absorb the operating costs of the break-
fast. program.

"in my judgment, if we had some Federal assistance with labor
costs, and the school administrators were assured that this would not
create an additional financial burden on the school hmch program,
that we would have many more breakfast programs.

Senator JAV1T5 . I thank you very muCh: The bill that I have intro-
duced does make that provision, and we will do our best with it I am
very glad to have your opinion.

I join you, our chairman, and other members Who have expressed
very strong feelings on this matter before I came, but limiting our-
selves to protest and dismay over the tie-up of funds M congressional
imbroglio does not do the children and the school district any good.

I have a report here from Buffalo," N.Y., saying that as of Novem-
ber 20 they are going, to run out of money, and don't know where to
turn. They are now servhig 21,000 free lunches every day.

Therefore it is very, very serious: I would also like to reiterate how
appalling it is to` believe' that' after the great interest given by the
Nation to the problem of hunger and malnutrition, that apparently
nowunless a major effort is made to the contrary-7apathy has
obliterated the problem.
, Senator McGovern took up this battle, and I think it is one of the
most noble ,fights'that has ever been Waged in this country.

Yet, now we face a condition of apathy. I join you in the feeling
that teaching education and personal hygiene are lust as critical to
the child as learning the three R's.

I can only assure you, Miss Martin, that you are one of those
unsung heroes with which, thank the Lord, our country is abundantly
blessed, and we will do our Lest to earn your esteem for what we
accomplish in the school lunch and breakfast programs, as well as
in the whole area of hunger and malnutrition. While the country may
temporarily forget this problem, I am .3ure we will find another way,
another opening, at another time in which to awaken them anew
and obtain results.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
(The document referred to follows :)

AUGUST 5, 1970.
HON. CLIFFORD M. HARDIN,
Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriciature, "Washington, D.C.

DEAR Mu. SECRETARY : Thank you for sending me copies a the pro:5osed
School Lunch Regulations.

9 4
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As the ranking Republican member of.the Select 'Committee on Nutrition and
Huinan Needs, I commend the Department for taking the unprecedented action
of distributing the proposed regulations for comment on such a widespread .
basis in such a relatively short periodef time.

I have a. few comments and suggestiona Which I trUst will have your consid-
eration. I believe that they would significantly improve the implementation of
P.L. 91-248 ,aS intended by COngressi as-well as hasten the fulfillment of the
President's objective of providing every needy child With a free Or rednee!I price
lunch by the end of this year. My comments and suggeStiehs'are offered tth. the
intent of 'elinuinating any doubts or anabiguities which might arise in t !=er-
pretation of 'the regulations at the local level which might weaken or Eu_rw.:-.r.te
their effect. In all inatances, interpretation at the local level should re: r. in
greater access to the program by needy children.

Although the prOnosed regulations (§ 245.1) state the Congressional Intent
that the Secretary prescribe incolme poverty guidelines !he exact guic e fg-
ure te be used iS not stated in the regulatiorw. T believe thai; the clarl'. ire
regulations would be improved if the exact figure established (.337:1, a
family of 2) were included in the regulations or, if n. then I hOpe Lie
poverty guideline will be Made available -and provided To everyone rece ig or
requesting' the regulations. This Would allow everyone interested in tip? hool
Lunch Program to have the specific income guidelines readily available

Furthermore, I hope that. the.standards ,which -the Secretary- will p tribe
will embrace all needy children in states such as New York where the of
living generally is higher than in 'other states. It imPortant that the
tidns be'fleXible enough to-alloWfainilies whose income is abOve.the set guide-
line in high cost of living states but yet is low enough i.n those states to qualify
them ,for, state and Pederal . welfare. ,programs, to, have their children receive
free or, reduced price lunches. I trust, also, that there will be lie atabiguity such
as to-allow school authorities tO exclude-needy children who are eligible under
the preScribed guideline.
- Regarding:eligibility ;standards, ( 24513), I trust that this provision will he
used only 'to assure,that all needy children receive free or, reduced price lunches
and will not ,be.interpreted by local school authoritieSeither becauSe of bias
or parechialiSni=to create eonditions of eligibility that wilfexelude needy Chil-
dren whose faMilie' incoine is, within- the Federal poverty threshold as set by
the Secretary. I believe that the regulations should not leave room for .doubt in
this critically important area and that they should- be, interpreted , as being
enabling, and not exclusionary. This can best be achieVed by the affidavit being
the hasiS of a deteinaination of eligibility.

Also,' The New York State Department Of Education; having .1eviewed the
proposed regulations, has submitted comments. The following Suggestions are
based. upon these- comments : ,

1. That the apPortionmein. forinula (§210.4d) not be interpreted . s6 as to
,

prejudice negatiVely thesstates which haVe high co§ts of livingand whieh have
exhibited good past performance in ;providing free -and reduced price lunches.
IPor exaMple, under the old formula, New York State received last year 14% of
the national allocation at funding for special assistance and under the propoSed
regulations formula cou!d receive only as little as 5%. In view of New York's
past PerfOrnaince (proViding over 68 Million free lunches per year in New York
City alone), I would -hope'that sonde provisions can be made so that if there are
unused funds from other states that such funds would be given to states such as
New York, which have (uchibited fine performance in the past, so that their
allocation of funds for special assistance would not be so severely restricted ;
and

2. That reports referred to in (§ 210.14g) allow for the unique time consid-
erations of large districts such as New York City where monthly reporting
would create major problems to school authorities ; and that provisions should
be made for such states and districts to have a reasonable time period based
upon the particular circumstances such as the size of the school lunch operation.

The foregoing suggestions will be further explained when The New York
State Department of Education submits its own comments on the proposed
regulations directly to your Department within the next few clays. I would
appreciate your giving. New York State's comments every consideration and
will await your response to mysuggestions.

JACOB K. JAVITS.



HON. JACOB tiC. JAVITS,
U.S. Senate,
Washington; D.C.

DEAR SENATOR JAVITS : Thank you Ter your letter of August 5 and ;TOM: COM-
ments on our Proposed school lunch regulations.

We also appreciate your commendation on our issuance of the regulations as
proposed. With schools opening in early SePtember, we made the decision with
full knowledge that it would leave State educational agencies and local school
officials only a brief time to be informed of the details of the new regulations
and to take the necesSa3:y State and local actions to place them into effect Yet,
we felt that cenise of action to be in the public interest TIle broad representa-
tive response we have received and the derith, Variety aril thoughtfulness of the
comments, have been most gratifying.

Any regulations, of cburse, can best be evalimted under operating experience.
We believe it is essential that schools know the details of the regulations prior
to the opening of school so they may plan to meet their increased obligations as
rapidly as possible. We intend to make a continuing evaluation of operations
during the first year of the new regulations and we sill be urging others to
undertake their own evaluatien and report their findings foi . our benefit.

As you know, the Secretary has Made, his deterinination with respect to the
income poverty guidelineS. They,.. were , publiShed in 'the Federal Register . on
Angtist 7 and copieS Were malled,to all the coneeined individuals and, agenCies
th Whom the proposed regidatiOnS were sent. USe of the guidelines is not manda-tory until, January 1, 1971, but many Sitates,have indicated they would Prefer to
nse them (or a mere liberal standard) froth the beginning of the school year.Your comments and those of the New York State Department of Education
on the proposed regulations are being given thorough consideration along with
all the other comments and suggestions received. Thank you for taking the time
to make your observation and comments.

Sincerely,
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'DEPARTMENT -OF AGRICITVECRE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY;

Washington; D.a;-Aiigust

RICIIARD Lica,
Assistant Secretary.

.[Prom the Cougiessionai Reecird, July 21, 1970]
4104THR Scao4 BREAIEFAST ACT OF 1979

JAVirs. Mr. President fOr Myself and Senators MCGOVERN, BROORE,
GOODELL, IlArit HOLL.INcis. KENNEDY, 'PEit., SCOTT, and SCEIINEIKER, I introduce
a 'bill entitled'"The'SehoollEireakfaSt'Act of 1970." .

This bill woUld exPand the SehoOl breakfast PrOgram.by
First establiShing the'sante national eligibility standards for free and reduced

price breakfast as .bhe C;ongresS recently -enacted for the school lunch program inH.R: 515-all children at poverty leVel would receive free' or reduced-cost break-
fasta. 'In addition, the 'bill -also would require that free or reduced-price break-
fast be served tO children from families eligible for financial assistance under
Federal or State welfare prograins

Second,' making the program pertaanentit is due to expire at the end of
fiscal year 1971 unless the authority is extended ;

Third, directing all schools having a school lunch program to participate in
the breakfast program after July 1, 1972, unless the Secretary determines that
such participation is not possible Or is not necessary to meet the nutritional
needs of Children in the school ;

Fourth, increasing the authorization in fiscal 1971 from the 'current $25 million
to $100 million, and to $200 million in fiscal year 1972. and such as amounts asnecessary for each succeeding fiscal year. Such an increase would provide a
funding authorization to feed approximately 2.2 million children by fiscal year1971 and 4 million by the end of fiscal year 1972at present only approximately
450.000 children are receiving breakfasts and there are at least 6 million needychildren in the UnitedStateS;

'Fifth, empowerin.,- the Government to pay the full cost of breakfast programsin the neediest schools ;
Sixth, directing the Secretary of Agriculture, after consultation with the

Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, to utilize fortified and enriched
42-778-71--pt. 8-7
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foods in the breakfast prc -ram where necessary to meet knk wn nutritional defi.
ciencies of children.

Seventh, requiring scb )ls to report to State education agencies each month
the average number of re:. pients of free and reduced-cost breakfasts during the
immediately preceding mouth as well as provide twic.e. a wear estimates oce the
number of children eligible for free or reduced-cost Nres14-fasts ; and require
State education agencies 70 report to the Secretary of ..kgriculture each month
the average number of c,Lildren who reCeived free and reduced-cost breakfasts
during the immediately 1:_.eceding month in the State as well as require a state-
wide estimate twice a yea7 of the number of children eligibL. for free or reduced-
cost breakfastssame rei u-ting as in recentlw enacted s.:11,Lool lunch bill, H.R.
515.

Eighth, directing the :4e,....retary of Agriculture, in con=Ltation with the Sec-
retary of Health, Educa_-_ a, and Welfare and Director of Office of Economic
Opportunity, to conduct utrition education programs ut4-r".ing mass media and
audiovisual systems.

The President recen-__i signed into law Public Law 91-248 which greatly ex-
pands the school lunch program add requires that all needy children shall
receive free or reduced-price lunches. This law will go a long way toward ful-
filling the President's commitment to feed 6.6 million needy children free or
reduced-pricemeals by the end of this year.

However, I believe that we must not stop with expansion of the lunch program
alone ; we must continue with significant expansien of our sehool breakfast pro-
gram, as well. A lunch alone is not sufficient for: the poor child 'who in many
instances has no breakfast at home 'and 'Must go from 'dinner in the- evening
until lunch at scheol before he haa a nourishing Meal. This 18-heur timespan is
Unsatisfactory, even for an adUlt.

We must not tell:the hungry child he must wait until lunch. He cannot learn,
cannot be responsive, and is Often apathetic When he is hungry: Algo, he May
Often be'disruptive in the -claSSioom and Classified as a "problem child" when the
only problem is an empty stomach.

Therefore, I believe it is essential that both breakfast and lunch be provided
to needy children. Preliminary findings Of studieS Currently being conduCted at
the Tulane University Medical School in New Orleans suggest that feeding both
breakfast and lunch to children provides benefits and yields responsiveness in
the classroom to a significantly higher degree than does either meal alone.

It is my belief that just providing One meal to the needy child serves only as a
"holding action" and only sustains him without any: significant gains and im-
provements. We cannot hope to correct any problems of nutritional deficiencies
in children as pointed out so Vividly in the National Nutrition Survey by pro-
viding only a lunchthat is, only five meals a, week instead of a possible and
necessary 10. We Must do all that we can to gee that needy children get what is
neeesSary to better their nutritienal status and .therebY, improve their caPability
as students and future citizens. We are only, deluding Ourselves, if We continu-
ously provide funds for education when malnutrition remains a constant impedi-
Ment to the successful use 'cif thoSe funds for improving the education of poor
children. We Must concurrently provide 'funds and 'programs to eliininate the
crippling and devastating problem of hunger and malnutrition. This bill will go
a long way toward meeting that objective -so that our most precious resource
Our childrenwill be guaranteed at least a firm nutritional foundation on which
to make of themselves whatever their ambition, character, and vision will allow.

Mr. President, I feel that expansion of the school breakfast program is the
next essential step in the fight against hunger in America which has seen so
many advances during the past year.

I see the distinguished Senator from South Dakota (Mr. MCGOVERN) in the
Chamber. As chairman of the Select Committee on Nutrition and Hunain Needs,
on which I serve as the ranking minority member, he is to be:commended for his
many outstanding efforts to eliminate hunger from our Nation and I am pleased
that he is a cosponsor of this bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have the bill printed in the REcoRD
and I hope very much that it will have early sympathetic Consideration by the
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FANNIN ) . The bill will be received and appro-
priately referred ; and, without objection, the bill will be printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 4104) to amend the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 to strengthen and
improve the school breakfast program for children carried out under such act,
and for other purposes, introduced by Mr. JAvrrs (for himself and other Sena-
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tors), was received, read twice by its title, referred to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry, a -id ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as follows :

S. 4104 '

"Be it enacted by ti e S'enato and House of Representatices of the Unitod
states of America in Congress asseMbled, That this 'Act may be cited as the
"School Breakfast Act of 1970."

. "SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM AMENDMENTS
"Szc. 2. Section 4 of the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 is amended to read as

follows :
"SCHOOL, BREAKFAST PROGRAM AUTHORIZATIONS

" 'SEC. 4. (a) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated for the fisc:=1
year'ending June 30, 1971, $100,000,000; for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972,
200,000,000 ; and such sums as may be necessary in each succeeding fiscal year

to enable schools to initiate, maintain, or expand nonprofit breakfast programs
for school cbildren.

" 'APPORTIONMENT TO STATES
" (b) The Secretary shall apportion the funds appropziated pursuant to this

section for any fiscal year in accordance with the appbitionment formula con-
tained in section 11 of the National School Lainch Act, as amended.

. ,

STATE DISBURGEMENT TO. SCHOOLS
(c) Funds apportioned and pai&to any, State for 'the purpoSe of this section

shall be disbursed by the State educational ,agency, to schools selected by it to
assist such schools in financing all or part of the operating costs of the school
breakfast program in such schools, -including the cost of obtaining, preparing,
and serving food. The amounts of funds that each school shall from time to time
receive Shall be based ,on the need Of the. school 'for assistance in Meeting the
requirementS of subsection (d) Concerning'the seviiee of breakfasts tip children
nna'ale to pay the fUll coSt of suCh, breakfast& 'In'selecting schbols for, partici-
pation in the program, the State echicational 'ageney shall give first consideration
to thoSe schools With high number's of 'Children from low-income families and to
those schools to which a substantial PrOPOrtion of' the children 'enrolled' must
travel long distances daily.

" 'NUTRITION-At .ANO OTHER PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS
" (d) Breakfasts served by schools Partieipating' in the scho0 breakfast

rirOkrath nuclei-this seetiOn shall Consist .of a combination of foods and shall meet
minimum nutritional, requirements prescribed by the. Secretary, after consulta-
tion with the Secretary ,of Health, Education,. and ;Welfare on the basis of
tested nutritional research. Such breakfasts shall also include such enriched
and fortified foods as the Secretary determines, after consultation with tha Sec-
retary of Health, EduCation, and Welfare, appropriate, tcr meet known nutri-
tional deficiencies of, the children receiving 'such breakfasts,, without regard' to
whether such foods are in: surplus supply. Such breakfasts shall be served with-
out cost or at a reduced cost only to children who are deternained bY local school
authorities to be unable to pay e full costs of the breakfaSt. Such determina=
,tion shall be Made by local school dizthorities 'in aCcordance with a publicly
announced policy and plan applied equitably on the basis of criteria which, as a
minimum, shall include the level of family income, including welfare grants,
the number in the family unit, and the number of children in the family unit
attending school or service institutions ; but by January 1, 1971, any child who
is a member of a hoUsehold which either (1) has an annual income not above
the applicable family size income level set forth in the income poverty guide-
lines, or (2) is eligible for financial assistance under a Federal or State public
welfare assistance program shall be served meals free or at a reduced cost. The
income Poverty guidelines to be used fOr any fiscal year shall be those prescribed
by the Secrptary as of JulY 1 of such year. In providing jizeal.:' free or at reduced
cost to needy children, first priority shall be given to providing free meals to
the neediest children. Determination with respect to the annual income of any
household shall be made solely on the basis of an affidavit executed in such
form as the Secretary may prescribe by an adult member of such household.

9 8)

,,1



2210

'NONPROFIT PRIVATE SCHOOLS
" (e) The withholding of funds for and disbursement to nonprofit private

schools will be ,n7ecte1 in accordance with section 10 of the National School
Lunch Act, as am ncleti. i=clusive of the Matching provisions thereof.

-BREAKFAST PROGRAM PARTICIPATION
. ,

" (f) After July 1_ 1972, any school participating in the school lunch program
under the National S, !iool Lunch Act shall be required to participate in the
school breakfast ,r.ram provided for under this Act unless the Secretary
determines that the ,Jarticipation of such school in the school breakfast program
is not possible or is no:: necessary in order to meet the nutritional needs of the
children attending such school.

" 'REPORTS
" (g) (1) Each school participating in the school breakfast program under

this Act shall report each month to its State educational agency the average
number of cliildreu in t school who received free breakfasts and the average
number of children who received reduced price breakfasts during the immedi-
ately preceding month. Each participating school shall provide an estimate, as
of October ,1 and March 1 of each year, of the number of children who are eligi-
ble for a free or .1-educed'price breakfast.'

" (2) The State educational 'Agency. of 'each. State shall report to the Secre-
tary each Month the average number.of -children in the State who 'received free
breakfasts and the average number of children in the State who received re-
thIced price breakfasts during the iramediately preceding month. Each State
educational agency shall provide' .fin estimate as, of October 1 and March. 1 of
each year; of the .nuinber of children Who are eligible for a free 'or reduced price
breakfast.'

"NUTRITION EDUCATION PROGRAMS

"SEC. 3. The Secretary of Agriculture in consultation with the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare and the Director of the Office of Economic
Opportunity, shall conduct programs of nutrition education nby mass media and
audio visual systems. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated for the
conduct of such program $2,500,000 for the year ending June 30, 1971, and such
amounts as may be necessary for each succeeding fiscal year."

Senator McGovERN. Senator Percy.
Senator PEnay. Miss. Martin, could you describe the operation of a

free breakfast ,program o-f, a schooIthat has one in your State ?
MiSs: MARTIN. Yes,, sir..The'schoOl breakfaSt prograMs ,in Georgia

are operated. in schools :that have school lunch programs, and the
school breakfast' program is- operated as am. extension of the school
lunch''prograrn.

The .same pe:rsonnel -operate 'the breakfast programs. they gene-
rally come in 1 hour earlier,-or. part of the personnel comes into the
school abont an hour 'earlier than they would normally come in to
prepare the Schoial

The menu -for the school breakfast program ranges all the wayfrom a quick-typo breakfast with cereal, milk, fruit juice, to the
strictly Southern breakfast, you know, with fruit and biscuits and
eggs and bacon and milk.

So we have the full. gamut. Most of the schools have menus that
are a combination

Senator PERCY. No grits ?
Miss MARTIN. Oh, yes. I am sorry. We always have grits. That is

sort of an unspoken item on the sehool menu. I am really kidding,
but many of the schools le ve rits. They have a full breakfast,
1.11c1 have visited some' schools, and would love to have each one ofyou go to a -school breakfast prograM with 'me, because there -is
nothing more exciting than going into a school and 'seeing the

co
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sleepy- eyed hildren .coming in; without breakfast, .. observing
them have th J and. literally some.- of them :licking their; plateS
to 'get:the lw-7- -)f -eo-g or grits 'or cereal or.. what have you,: and
seeing, them walre.-'as ;if they .suddenly.Jiad., a:shot .of
food, becausc eyes open up and they are bright, they go-iiTto
their classrooa.-._ J of energyalert, and-ready for learning. :

Senator PE!: 90 you see a noticeable difference hi:their receptiv-
ity for learni±-_:_, .

Miss MARTE'- course; -I have not .actually had the experience
of going into classroom and teaching th e. children who had had
breakfast, bid I have talked with many principals and teachers, and
they tell me that there is a noticeable increase in reeeptiv-`-,y to,learn-

g; yeS, sir.
Senator PERCY. It is just -an.accident of birth tll*, 4 child happens

to be 'in a school ..istrict that has this type program, isn't it; a .sort
of a. happenstanc,-

. Miss MARTIN. 17 sir.
.

Senator PERCY. Do you :feel, :looking at- our:national. Priorities and
-where we, put our: resOurce.5., that in .your judgMent_ and. .your own
pers'onal. experience. this 'tvou.la -be ,one of the; highest priority._.pro-
grams to have adequate school-lunch; and:breakfast programs Where
it is needed?

Miss ;MARTIN. Ts, sir. -. .

I. believe that nutrition should be: one ;of...the highest priority
items.

..Senator.PERCY- DO you::think,that you could. couViuce 4.roek7ribbed
conservative that t1is is au investMent ui :the: future citizens of the
country, .and that we 'cannot -afford not to make --eie-:investnient

.;- Miss -MARTn:. T. would surely try to, prove .thib a .conservative.
t: _iave the Opportunity. f

SenatOr . PERCY. Were .'yort heartened:When. the -President made*his
announeement7Liiat .by Thanksgiving we would .haVe :a, .11Qt .1uueli pro7
gram for every- needy child in America ? . . . .

:MiSS MARTIN. I was heartened and:excited,. because- I. felt .this Was
the most direct positive commitment that we-h4ye had ;frona aPresi
dent' of the United: States,- setting a speCific time ;to achieve a;goal,
and this is whatwe need: tO do. ; .

We must set some time:to, aeliieve goals .and work toward:those.
If we say every 'child .could have school lunch, and everybody buys
this and believes this, but to say every child should have a:-school
lunch, eVery needy child shOuld.ba ve a school limch by Thanksgiving
day, this is something very positive and gives us something to work
toward.

Senator T'En, thought it was an act, of statesmanship by our
chairman to be sc 'audatory of the President when he made this
announce:rnent, i think it proves the bipartisan nature of our
approach to this acnpartisan subject.

.The President requested' a doubling of the, school lunch funds, a
request of 211 million dollars; and: that $211 million request is lan-
guishing in t1i r rence :committee. The, committee has prc:sed
that action thcoming, but that does not help the chillren
that have started programs at' the 'beginning' Of this School year, and
it will them' until such time as it is approved-, sig- ted
into lay. nd then iemented, which takes many months. I apolo-

*99
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gize to you for the fact that the progress, although the President has
said that we are going to have a program and although he has asked
for the money and put it in the official budget, that somehow the
Congress can't move fast enough to respond to the needs of our
children.

The present Administration is committed to the task _of ending
hunger and malnutrition in America. The Administration feels that
the fact that hunger and malnutrition should exist in a land such as
ours is embarrassing and intolerable. But the accomplishments of the
Administration must be measured in terms of just more than rhetoric.
On May 14, 1970 the President approved Public Law 91-218 which
had the full support and backing of the Administration. This is
undoUbtedly the most enlightened piece of kgislation on child feed-
ing sint.e the passage of the National .School Lunch Act in 1946. For
the first time it adds real teeth to the requirement that needy children
be fed free or at reduced price. The loudget request for all child
feeding programs has increased dramatically during the current Ad-
ministration. During the 1969 fiscal year .the total amount of funds
aVailable for all child feeding vrograms. 'was $622,458;000.' During
1970 this -figure 'Was, inereased to $718,606,000..And for the current
fiseal: yeatl the 'AdMinistration.lis..Supporting ,a 'budget request of
$936,214,000.

The best way to determine accomplishments would be in the nurn-
ber of, !children :that .we are reaching . under 'the National 'School
Lunch Program. During 1969 we reached 20.1 million children.. In
1970 this was hiereased: to, 2019 ,millidn! children., And for the current
fisCal, year.-We.are 'estimating that 25 'million-children 'will be served
under the prograni. What is more iniportant, the total1 lunches served
free or at-reduced -cost during, 1969 amounted ta 15.1 percent of all
children participating in the prOgram...-During the 1970 fiscal year
free and, reduced. lorice lunehes increased. to' 20.5-percent, anct during
the rurrent fiscal year werexpeet to Serve,over. 25.Percent of all lunches
free or at reduced price.

By 'Thanksgiving the- AdminiStration hopes to be serving 'all needy
children in school's which have a lunch program. The Administration
has asked for a substantial increase$10,261,000 in 1969; $15 million
in 1970 ; and $162110,000 in 1971for equipment funds to help those
schools and service institutions which cannot take advantage of the
various programs simply because they are too poor to 'finance the
cost of the necessary equipment.

I just wonder what in heaven's name is more important than that
priority, and I take it from your testimony you agre fully that this
should be a matter of highest pricu ity. I hope it will be on the con-
science of every member of Congress that has delayed this program
when they go home for a recess tomorrow.

(The transcript of the White House press conference follows :)
THE WHITE HOUSE, PRESS CONFERENCE OF RON ZIEGLER, PRESS SECRETARY, TO THE

PRESIDENT ; DE. JEAN MAYER, SPECIAL CONSULTANT TO THE PRESIDENT ; ED-
WARD J. HERMAN, ADMINISTRATOR, FOOD AND NUTRITION SERVICE AND JOHN
PRICE, 'EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE TJERAN AFFAIRS COLINCrL

Mr. ZIb.1GLER. Ladies and gentlenien, a liou know, President Nixon appointed
Dr. Jean Mayer, Special ConSultant to I .;4d. Up the White House Conference on
-Food, Nutrition and Health on JUne 11.

1 01
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The White House Conference 'was held here in Washington on December 2,
3 and 4, and Dr. Mayer met with the President this morning to present him
with the report of the White House Conference.

As the President has said, he is very interested in following up on the White
House Conference, both in the short term and long term, by action.

Dr. Jean Mayer is here this morning to discuss some of these actions with
you. Also present is Mr. Ed Hekman, Administrator, Food and Nutrition Service,
of the Department of Agriculture. He has been working very closely with
Dr. Mayer.The President made clear this morning that he wanted Mr. Price of the
Urban Affairs Council to continue to stay in close touch with Dr. Mayer as a
Part of the follow-up to the White House Conference on Food, Nutrition and
Health.

Dr. Mayer?
Dr. MATER. I think those of you in the Conference also met my deputy, Jim

Grant, who did all the work, who is hiding by the door.
The purpose of this morning's meeting, is first of all, to report to you that I

gave the 'President the report in three large volumes of the White House Con-
ference. You have my letter of transinittal. It describes the White House Con-
ference, its composition, its work, itS recommendations. I would like to call your
'attention particularly to the last two,paragraphs.

The first- Of the last twn 'i§; I think, an"expression of 'what a great many, as
fax-as I can see, most participants of the White Honse Conference feel as having
,been'really One 'of:the imilestones of the Meeting; the Tact that so ;many people
*lief Were So different in se Many wayaget together arid had 'compasSionate'dis-
Cussions; did agree' on; a ritririber of iSsues=anddid agree 'on programs which 'Ought
to remove hunger and malnutrition from our country.

All 'of the people wile Went to the'Conference,"J- think; reported change, and I
:reCeived hundreds of letters' since- the 4Hunger 'Conference -of peoPle telling me
to' what ektent they had been changed :in =their viewpoint by the Conference:

, The last' paragraph -is) one' WhiCh tellstlie President ,thrinething 'he knOws, by
'Which I thinkr we 'Will be etriPhasiiing,' namely;:that I, don't , think 'there has been
ever a White House Conference in history which was as' free,' ag non-partisan,
as' Unencuiribered by ''adriiinistrative Ifetter§ as the White' House Conference: =

The President 'gave, me a, big reSPonsibility for the' White= Honsei Conference.
There' 'was, no: attempt te inject any' sehechile;' nnY particular iindividnals,: .any

, strain in the Cenference.1 The Conference was a .free 'gathering- of a§, broad, a
cress section of Ainericans as I think -han.evezr' taken placel in rWashington:'=

We get now to thri'more.imPortant parti of =this' meeting,, which has to.'do ' with
Ttilie follow-up.

First of all,the immediate follbw-up of the Conference : Yell-will all remember
that- the 'Conference expressed aogreat sense 'of urgency iabout the' problem of
-hunger and'inalnutrition'in the United' States, and' that: 'as a matter of fact,' six
members iof the Conference came to see the' President to' be the interpreters of
the 'Conference with' the President on that; sense of urgency.

I am very glad to be able to say that srimuch has happened since the Confer-
ence in addition to some of the important measures that had taken place before.
I have no hesitation in saying that this Administration, this year, has done a
great deal more to solve the problem of hunger and malnutrition than any past
Administration, or any group of Administrations in the past.

With the passage of the Administration's bill on food stamps, I think the bulk
of the work that really needed to be done will have been done.

I may add that six members of the Conference who came to see the President
have asked me to te t the President, and I have, that they were extraordinarily
pleased by the steps that had been taken and considered them very, very
important.Let's go together briefly over those steps which are in the second piece of
paper that you have been given.

The first two items are extraordinarily important and new as regards the
School Lunch Program. They, as you know, when this year of 1060 started, we
had the situation where in effect only one-third of the children of the nation
who are under the poverty guideline were in fact served by school lunches.

One of the main reasons advanced for their not having any school km, ries
was, that they found themselves in old schools, particularly in the urban core,
hr. which there were no school lunches, no cafeterias, and therefore no possibility
of serving them a decent lunch.
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The fact that all of, us travel in airplanes can.be served a perfectly.good lunchat 600. miles an hour, fiye,miles up, .was 7237 technology,. which is. Obviously, fami-liar to caterers, was something which could:not be brought to bear, to. solve theproblem of school lunches for poor. Children.
. . .. ,You will see froin items, ,1 and 2. that the measures which have been taken bythe Department of Agriculture. are .going to bring free, .and reduced pricedlunches to the 6.6 million needy children in, the n.ation's schools, three times asmany as last year.

r
.And that, furthermore, this will be acceMplished by Thanksgiving of 1970nr.:th.. the plans and the execution going full: speed as of now.

This -is being done in two ways: First, by a massive technical assistance toschools .,,:vhicb need equipment, which has already increasing participation by avery large number, and perhaps more inevitably, the fact that the Departmentof Agylculture is now going to work fairly massively with caterers and peoplewhc, can distribute school lunches, so that school lunch programs will go on inall areas where they hadn't had them.
The necessary guarantee, both from the point of view of nutrition, and fromthe point of view of administration are built into the regulations, which willrequire having the same sort of competent dietitians for school lunch managersfor those catering lunches, as has been true in the past. . .You have seen in last week's release that the price . of foodstamps has beenmassively decreased while at. the:same time, the amount of. -food staMps that afamily can get has been enormously increased from $70 to $106. The Department

of Agriculture is, proceeding extremely fast in the development of this plan.Youunderstand what it means. It ,means, that a family can now get $106 worth offood stamps for $22, and can get $23, roughly $26.00 worth of food Stamps perweek for $5.
:The new schedule is arousing great enthusi.asm, and I was talking yesterdayto Assistant Secretary Lyng who tells me that the people in the.field are :workingvery hard so that. in-several StateS.-the program, will be implemented as .ok- thefirst of January, and that all indications are that the participation in the FoodStamp:Program iS going to be increa,sed- considerably-from 16.percent,so -far toan enormous percentage. : . .

. '-Furthermore, 0E0 has been -instructed-to help those families 17".chich cannotmeet, -tne small, amount- of money which,:will be necessary, until such .timeas the Administration's Food Stamp. A.A. or bill is.passed, so.that WC' will .paakesure that no one starves because they ,can't buy the food stamps.
Another important new step is,- that. the Department .of. Agriculture is nowusing Section,n, for local administration :of :food programs., , -This means a very Much easier particiPation fer all the countries. which -didnot have food assistance programs.There are 2V(0 .countries which, at present, do

not ha.%T food assistance:programs., All. of :them will have a food assistance pro-gram by the 30th of June, and it is.expected that the:near totality.of them willhave the Food Stamp Program, because the new Food Stamp Program is extraor-dinarily desirable from the standpoint of counties and counties which werereluctant to have it have signified that they are now interested under the newconditions.- .

There is an effort to increase the outreach to make sure. that everybody under-stands the new program n nd will take advantage of it. A massive effort is goingto be made to, in particular, penetrate the Spanish-speaking population, bothour Mexican-American fellow citizens, and our Puerto Rican-American fellowcitizens. so that they will understand where, how and so on they can take advan-tage of the ne-:-.7 program.
An effort will be made .2:hrough 0E0 to involve churches and other voluntaryorganizations to help in the certifying and in the transportation of people andcommodities, if need be.
The 3.000 investees present at the White House .Conference. incidentally,will be recruited. The Secretary of Agriculture is writing to them asldng themto see how things are in their county, in their area, and suggest improvementson how to operate better programs.
Finally, onr recommendations also acted on at the Department of Health,Education and Welfare, which is-completing, as you "-mow, a number of surveysthat they had underway and at present, there is vezy active consideration of anoverall program for the surveillance of the state of nutrition of the Americanpopulation by HEW.
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Q. D r. Mayer; I wOuld like to ask you a question as to whether this statement
of numbered items is in any way responsive to the 'things that the White House
Conference asked for.'

TO begin .With, you ,say the joint statement of the -Conference, in your letter
to -the President, was presented for a rote.to, the Conference as a whole, not for
the specific approval .of all pointa, -but for a-general expression. T.

Whoseunderstanding is it that it was .not for a specific approval of -all points?
Dr. MAYER.. It was a very general understanding. I made the point myself

before the vote was taken. I pointed out in particular, to give one example,
that a very large part of the Conference, including the Health Task-Force, was
very much opposed for the time being to free school lunches for children who
did not need to have them free, that everybody wanted free school lunches for
the needy immediately, which is, in effect, what we' are getting, but the $7
billion or so that will be required for school lunches for children who could
afford to pay was not any immediate priority.

I pointed out there were a. number of examples of that. So people were not
interested at the end of the afternoon in a point by point discussion and that
what people were interested in was the general order of priorities.

Q. If I may ask you two sPecific points : Your first one, niy understanding is
that this point number 1 is the School Lunch Program that was presented by the
Administration at the beginning of the year,: According to the Perkins Committee
and the Senate Select Committee, there were 'not anywhere near .enough monies
in this plan to feed all the poor children free meals.. That is why Congressman
Perkins has -got a bill for an additional :$100 million 'which is',eurrently blocked
in the Senateand opposed by -the AdMinistration.

This-dbesn't cover pre-schoolers either.-
Are you saying that the Administration's original proposal, 'which you list

here .asnumber 1,. will previde free' meals to all-poor school children?
Dr. MAYER. I am saying- exactly:what the release is saying, that the 'Depart-

ment of Agriculture has explored hew much the plan as, it is now is .going -toCost and theyare going to do it.- ' -
Q. So the Perkins bill is,netneeded? :
Dr. MAYER:. I take 'it the Administratien Food, ,School Lunch bill, which is-

bill .preposed by Senator! Javits-z--there are a. nureber of' bills which .no doubt
will make the 'situation easier---but for the time -being, the .Department of Agri,:
culture, Can de what it is saying,. it can do with the,funds 'that -have been ear-marked for it. , .

-.Q.,- HoW Much, of-this.can you, enumerate came, out ef, the White. House! Con-
ference and how much was already in the pipeline?

.Dr. MAYER; PractiCally all of the steps ;that are listed 'here are steps which
have 'been taken- in the laSt .-two weeks.-:-I..think; S.' -am right, Mr: .Hekman4
Mr. Olsen, in saying. the Departnient of Agrictilture has ,had.a,'number 'of high
level _Meetings- since. the-Conference, .looking at the, various- problems which areraised and they are responding to them and what yen see now is a direct response,to the'needs as expressed bY.the. Conference.

Q. Doctor, on Item 7, all 200 counties should soon have some type of- foodassistance pregrani:. How do you intend to enforce that in counties that areresisting, :that ,don't Want'a federal food assistance' program?
Dr. MAYER. At present; there is .no authority -to impose ally program on coun-ties.. On the other hand, our information -is that by the end of the year, essen-tially all counties will be covered and 'that essentiaily all counties will he -cov-ered by the Food Stamp Program.
One of the attractions that you may have noticed is that in effect, the Federal

Government is taking over cost of administration, which had been a big bone
of contention before in terms of installing new programs ln counties which didnot have the money.

Q. At the Conference, 'Dr. Mayer, the announcement was specifically that
there would be food stamp programs in all. the counties that are now in service.I see now that this point number 7 hedges that and says, "Where you can't getstamp programs in you will try to get commodity programs in."

Which is it?
Dr. MAYER. I will make a small bet, that by the 30th of June all of those

counties will have food stamp programs.
Q. On your reommendations, Dr. Mayer, this letter .of transmittal ".s rather

broad. Even if the President had all the time in the world to read through the
entire 800 or however many pages of the final report, which he has, he still

o
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would need some further guidance from experts as to which of these thousandsof recommendations should have priority.
Have you made any specific statement of priorities to him?
Dr. MAYER. We have talked about various priorities, and I would like to haveJohn Price, who is the Secretary of the Urban Affairs Council, tell you some-thing about the mechanics by which this is going to be handled.
Mr. PRICE. Originally, the first document I saw of the Conference was the pre.lirninary report which looked a bit like the Staten Island Directory. There arethree volumes that look as though we have covered at least two other boroughs

of New York. It is a massive amount of detail and analysis and proposals.
What the President just instructed us to do, and I have called SecretaryHL -1.in to tell him this, is to take the three volumes of the Conference reportand to staff out, doing exsi-tly what you are suggesting we do, a list of priorities

and breaking them out by questions of what we can do immediately by adminis-tration, what might require additional legislation and so forth, and then topresent these proposals to the Food and Nutrition Subcommittee of the Urban
Affairs Council.

That subcommittee is chaired by Sec,etary Hardiri of Agriculture, and theother members are the Secretary of Commerce and the Secretary of HEW. Thisis the same group that originated and proposed to the President the Adminis-tration food package, which was sent up by him in early May.
This subcommittee, the Secretary has told me, will meet soon. We will tryand do this as immediately as we can.
Q. Dr. Mayer, you said in your, opening statement that with the passage ofthe Food Stamp Bill, together with these other administrative acts, the Admin-istration's Food Stamp Bill, that is, the bulk of the work needing to be done,will have been done.
Can we interpret that as meaning that the Administration's commitment toend hunger in this country will have been achieved with those steps?Dr. MAYER. I think it can be interpreted as saying that an enormous advance

will have been made in the problem of eliminating hunger and malnutrition, andthat we will have social armamentarium to cope with it.
One of the reasons why we need a close surveillance of the state of nutritionof the American population is that. it doesn't matter how well an overall pro-gram is conceived ; there are always areas where the program does not reach,

where the program does not work, and a money tree both by Health, Educationand Welfare, and by interested citizens is essential if we want to avoid gaps.But I think that we will be a long, long way from where we were in the begin-ning of 1969.
Q. Dr. Mayer, when this program is put into effect, and assuming that sur-veillance shows that it has been carried out, does this represent the fulfillmentof the President's committee, or do you have further goals?
Dr. MAYER. I think the President made a general commitment to end hungerand mainutritior I think that he is not going to be satisfied with simply theadministrative or seeing a legislative measure taken. He 'wants to see that theyactually work.
But I think we have a great many social problems, protection of the environ-ment, we have delivery of medical care and so on. They have to go by group.And I would say that, as a nutritionist, that after this is done, then I thinkthat the overall national approach of the program probably will have done whatit can, and that if there are still things that don't work, they ht,ve to be reachedthrough a different method
Q. Dr. Mayer, I would like to go back to Mr. Cox's second question. I am notsure I understood your answer. Maybe a way to clarify it is ; "Extra funds arecontained in the fiscal 1970 budget." Could you give for us what funds wereavailable for the $3.4 minion, what was not extra funds. and whether thisphrase "extra funds" means funds in addition to what previously-----
Dr. MAYER. Let me ask Mr. Hekman, leeinistrator of the Food and Nutri-tion Service, to give you that He seems to have pages and pages of numbers.Mr. HERMAN. I interpret your question as relating principally to the childfeeding programs. Is that right ?
Q. Point number 1.
Mr. Ht.e..Y.NrAN : I don't have a copy of that. I am sorry.
Fiscal 69 there was $42 million available for this program to feed needyschool children ; in fiscal 70, the figure is more than twice that, $105,8000300.
Q. $42 million was for 3.4 million children?
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Mr. HERMAN. We reached about that many last year, yes with that amountof money.
Q. 107.8 is going to reach?
Mr. HERMAN. 105.
Q. This was in the 1970 budget long before the Conference opened.Mr. HERMAN. $105 million, yes.
Q. The simple mathematics that the people in Congress used is 40 cents ameal, 180 school days, seven million poor children. That multiples out to $360million. How is $105 million going to provide free meals for seven million poorchildren?
Mr. HERMAN. I think we have to realize that there were certainly planned tobe an import of local and state funds in this. All you have vo do is look at whatis being done against this 29,000 to 30,000 school children figure, that is in thereport, as it relates to tne city of Baltimore. There are federal funds there, butthere is also sate and local funds.
Q. The state, local, matches federal funds for free feeding of needy schoolchildren? ls that what you are saying?
Mr. HERMAN. I don't say that it matches.
Q. How much are they going to put up againsc this $105 million?Mr. HERMAN. I couldn't answer that.
Q. Will you accept this figure of $350 million approximately to feed theseven naillion needy school children at free ar reduced rates? If that is so, areyou saying that the state and local authorities are going to put up the other$200 million?
Mr. HERMAN. I stated to the Senate that the amount of money that was inthe bill, which is the $105,80-1,00it, that time, it appeared to us tnat this wouldreach the six million to 6.6 n-kliLoa. In other words, it would get the job donewith the import.
Dr. MA-rzn. Mr. Hekman, I az just wondering. We are in.the 1970 budget now,so that the reason why it doesn't add up is because the program is starting inJanuary, and it only has to carry until June. As.of June, obviously, more moneyis going to be required to fulfill your calculations. I think this is perhaps wherethe problem was.
There is matching state money, as you know, in all the school lunch programs,but in some cases, there is local money as well. Many communities also put insome money. But the point is we are not talking about a whole fiscal year. Weare waking about the period between now and the end of June.Q. What is your analyzed estimate?
Mr. HERMAN. I will stay with what I said to the Senate committee, which wasthat if we got $105,800,000, that at that time, it looked like we would have suffi-cient funds to reach the figure that we are talking about.Q. Do you regard that as an analyzed figure?
Mr. HERMAN. We are very happy with the fact that this program is accelerat-ing and we seem to be reaching children at a faster rate and presently, we haveour men in the field in all the states checking the figures to find out and to comeup with an answer to the question that you have just raised.
Q. When you were speaking to the Senate committee, were you talking interms of a full school year or in terms of a half school year, January to June?Mr. HERMAN. I was tar: 'Lag to June 30.
Q. Do you have an estimate of your Fiscal 1971 costs or requests, sir?Mr. HERMAN. I don't.
Q. You are talking until June 30 from when?
Mr. HERMAN. From the date I testified. I will stay with what I said to theSenate Committee.
Q. When was that?
Mr. HERMAN. October of this year.
Q. What about pre-schoolers, Dr. Mayer? Obviously, there are several millionothers and I think you referred to it at the conference as needing some programs.Is that covered in this $105 million?
Mr. HERMAN. No, it is not. The non-school feeding program went up from$8,750,000 in 1969 to a figure of $15 mlilion in the 1970 budget.Q. Dr. Mayer, can you say when your conference report will be made public?Dr. MAYER. It is purely a mechanical problem now. The report is finished andMr. Grant is now going to get a few hundred mimeographed copies for the pressonly, while arrangements have been made to have the report published.Q. Dr. Mayer, what happens to you now?,
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Dr. MkrEn. What happens to me?Q. Will you continue
Dr. MAYER. I go back to Harvard to give my courses and I continue to- workwith John Price and the President whenever he needs me.
Q. Your staff will be disbanded now? ,

Dr. MAYER. SOIlle Of it is probably going to continue to work on some .of ,these
issues, but essentially, the Staff of thn conference is disbanded. The conferenceis over.

Q. Da you continue as Special Consultant to the President?
Dr. MAYER. I continue to consult with the President on anything he wants meto consult on; I think my title was one which went with the Chairman of theconference.
Q. Dr. Mayer. could I clarify a point? You say by Thanksgiving 1970 youhope to have nearly all of the school children receiving free cr reduced pricedlunches. Do you accept the figure put out here?
Dr. MAYER. I am not, with due respect, terribly concerned at this point withthe minutia of the figures. What the Department of Agriculture is doing rightnow is really trying to reach all children, preferably the end of June, and cal-

culate how much Money it is going to cost.
I think v.-hat is being said here is that the 0_0 million needT children willget a free- schOol lunch program by Thanksgiving, 1970, and that it will costwhat it costs.

. .Q. Small -technical question : The letter of transmittal is ,embargoed for
Thursday morning. Dr. Mayer's statement is, on its face, not embargoed...Is
that meant that way ?.

Mr. ZIEGLER. What is: your .question? .

. .Q The letter of transmittal is :embargoed. for Thursday morning.
.Mr. ZIEGLER. Therefore, both documents are for immediate release. Thanks forcalling it to nur 'attention, ,..

Q, Where Can I get -a c opy of . the_ report ?
Dr: MAYER.. 'Why :don't ;Yon give.'us,yoUr name:and address .and as soon as wehave a copy, we Vaill.give it ta you. : . : ,

.Q. Dr. Mayer, I wonder if you could clarify one thing. Mr. Hekman..said hesaid: iri October':$105.8-millian fOr scheol, lunches. 'So-point one, is- not somethingwe -didn't. knotv -before, Aside ,. from point two, the catering, department
,Dr:' MAt-Ea,- 'Let Me answer this: Point twO-,,is the key to the- whole thing,because until luncheS Could' be:delivered .to..kids who don't have cafeterias anddon't .have kitchens, there was ne way of -reaching them. -Thereforewhatever

oans- Were made ,woulcl just ncit have _workedfat, the speed ,.at which,:they 7aregoing toAvotk.,:. , .'- .-:, , .J., , . .2- r.

If the only answer to 'feeclkidswould: have been :for ea cll. school system ,tobuild central kitchens, to get trucks; :to. deliver ,the :meals; first of alli ,itwouldn'thave happened in-a :great:many cities thkt -feel:they have other priorities; .,which,
I regret to,thy,: is the case of my city, Boston..

: , .

. Secondly,- it: wOuld have taken'sears. With. point -two;-it means that the kids
will in fact be fed by the end of the year .or: a t-least- by the beginning of the nextschool year 'and that puts the whole question into an entirely different area.The PRESS. Thank, you..., .; . .

Senator McGovErtiv. Thank you .very mrich. We have now- another. ,roll call pending, unfortmiately, for our other witnesses.I am wondering if the witnesses who have not yet been heardcould come back at 1:30 if the coMmittee were to reconvene at thattime, and also if that would be agreeable with the members of thecommittee.
Is there- any withess here who is scheduled to testify who

come back for a hearing to be reconVenved at 1:302
All-right,. let us recess then mitil 1 :30 .---,_

(Whereupon, at 12:08 p.m " committee.-recessed, to reconvene at1 :30 pan.)
AFTER RECSS

(The select coimnittee recorivened at 1:50 p.m., the Hon. GeorgeMcGovern, Chairman, presiding.)
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Senator McGovERN. The cominittee will ,be.; in .order, .

Our. first witnesseS thiS afternoon ,:are Mr. Neumark and .Mr.
LOwenstein of the California Rural :Legal . Assistance Program,
Modesto, Calif.,
STATEMENTS OP:PHILIP, .NEUMARK AND DANIEL. HAYS LDWEN-

STEIN, ATTORNEYS,. CALIFOltNIA' RURAL LEGAL ASSISTANCE,
MODESTO, CALIFORNIA
Senator MCGOVERN. The cOmmittee heard from Mr. Neumark in a

field visit to Modesto last spring, so it is a. special privilege to wel-
come you- again to the committee this afternoon.

Mr.'. Thank yOu, .Mr. Chairman.
Mr. LowENsTEIN. Thank you, Mr.-Chairman.

.
After the testimony this morning, which described the problems

and the Work to be 'done, I aM glad ;to bring 'the committee newS of
one sMall- Corner of the country Where excellent progress has been
made and where I- thinkthe WOrk ,of. the .Congress mid this Committee

cr-is' bearin eXcellent frUit:
I -am Daniel LoWenstein,' aod: I aM 'aceomr?anied; by ".Philip Neu-

mark. We are California'attorneys;ipracticing,in 'the -Modesto office of
,California Rural Legal ASsiStance,'6, nonprofit 0EO-funded' law"firm
.-prtuiidilig free 'legal serViees- ii-idi&nt peot3le in ,rurAt...California.

hitve had obcasioli' to: closely sCrutinize the school-lunch pro-
-w-ath. in Modesto in -, connection :With'. representation.'of the plaintiffs
:in 'Federal ..cOurt litigatiOn entitled Shaw. v.' IllOde<§to iSolloOl Board.
'WhOi this Cothinittee- held hearingS ii-i'M,Ode.Sto eaOier this-:year. you
thoronghly -eXplored'thbackgrbund and OutcOine ofthat

To recapitulate briefly, the .1a7suit alleged that only a small per-
-Cmitage; -fe-Wer than 'one :out :of 'nine of- 'the',needy -.Schoolchildren in
MOdeSto,- '*.ere teceiAiing ,. the' hcit liineheS they, needed' Ei,nd ,were en-
titled tb.:.nnder the -National: 'SehoOr'Ennat:PrOgram.-: On February
19;'1970,' after a 9day--ti4al, T.S. DistrietfJltdge Thomas-J. McBride
ruled that under the-.NatiOndf-'SefrObl 'Lunch 'Aat -eVery needy: child
haS -a, iight tO a free Jundh. or -a lunar at a.(price he can afford.;

The-main iSsue in the'ModeStO;School-thinch case was the 'eligibility
standard "for free 'and reduced-price lunches.- Tinder the -old ,school-
lunch legislation,-schbol:distriets in California and across the country
received little guidance in establishing standards. And, as a result,
the program was .operated .in an nneven, and sometimes arbitrary and
restrictive manner. The 1970 school-lUnch amendments, developed in
this committee and enacted into law; resolved the eligibility problem
by assuring uniform and adequate standards.

As you learned during your hearings in Modesto, the Modesto
school-lunch controversy did not cometo an end when Judge McBride
announced his decision. The school board tecognied the need for an
expanded lunch program. But it felt that the level of Federal and
State assistance available at that time was too low for Modesto to be
able to comply with Judge McBrIde's ruling on eligibility. Accord-
ingly, the school board reluctantly withdrew from the program
altogether..

Many .so-:Called experts,' Observing' these deVelopments in Modesto,
'predicted' that any effort by Congress to en-force unifOrni and a,de-
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quate free-lunch standard would drive school boards across the
country out of the lunch program. In fact, however, the Modesto
experience shows that school boards will willingly participate in a
program that will feed every needy child, so long as Congress pro-
vides the necessary funds.

We are happy to inform you that after the hearings this committee
held in Modesto and shortly after the 1970 school-lunch amendments
were passed, the Modesto School Board re-entered the lunch pro-
gram. This action was taken because the board was assured. by State
school-lunch officials that the Federal Government would provide the
needed. funds.

As a result, this year Modesto is operating an excellent school-lunch
program. At last count, 1,897 children were receiving free or reduced-
cost lunches. This figure contrasts with about 180 in 1968-69 and
about 400 last year.

The school board's commitment to the program is evidenced by its
appropriation of $18,000 in local funds, an increase of more than 250percent from last year. But in these times of inflationary and other
financial pressures on school districts throughout the United States,
Congress must recognize that the districts are unwilling to increase
without limit their funding of school lunches.

The Modesto board, for example, has stated that if there are notsufficient Federal funds to make the local appropriation of $18,000suffice for the entire school year, the district will again withdrawfrom the program. We were informed last week by Dr. Bert C.Corona, Superintendent of the Modesto schools, that current pro-jections indicate that the $18,000 local appropriation will be sufficient,provided that Federal and state reimbursements remain at least attheir current levels.
A bulletin issued in August to California school districts by theState Department of Education states that the current level of reim-bursement is effective only "until further notice." The State cannotmaintain its level of reimbursements for the remainder of the schoolyear unless Congress appropriates adequate funds.
As this committee knows, our office has had sharp conflict with Dr.Corona, the Modesto school superintendent, in the past. But westrongly endorse the telegram Dr. Corona has sent to this committeein connection with today's hearing, and in particular the followingstatement :
The criteria of eligibility adopted has guaranteed an adequate noon meal fora vast number of needy children in our community. The continuing financialparticipation by the State and Federal Government is absolutely essential to themaintaining of the National School Lunch Program in the Modesto City Schools.
Mr. CASSIDY. When we held head ings last spring in Modesto, therewas obviously bad feeling between the low-income citizens and their

elected school-board members.
Can we conclude this situation has improved ?
Mr. LOWENSTEIN. Yes, Mr. Cassid-y. And I think that is a veryimportant point, because when the congress passes a good school-lunch program and imposes heavy requirements but does not providethe money for the school districts to effectuate such a program, then,of course, there is a great deal of pressure put on the school board.They may want to spend money for school lunches, but they have

fLO 9
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other important and legitimate demands on their funds. And these
are times when it is difficult for a school board to get more taxes out
of our communities.

S,) I think that if Congress will provide the necessary funds, it
will make it much more possible to have harmonious relations be-
tween low-income people and our school officials. And I think if we
are to live in a democracy, if low-income people are to have faith in
their school system and in their local officials, it is important that
Congress provide the funds so that Congress does not create the sharp
conflicts such as we had in Modesto.

Modesto and other school districts in California are now beginning
to reach the students who need this program. The State of Cali-
fornia, which this year is spending $6 million on school lunches, is
doing (rits part. If Congress is to make ood on President Nixon's
promise that by Thanksgiving, only 44 days from today, every
schoolchild in this country will be able to eat a hot and nutritious
lunch in school, then Congress must appropriate the necessary funds.

While adequate appropriations are the most urgent requirement,
Congress also has a supervisory responsibility in connection with the
school-lunch and other food programs. For more than two decades
the U.S. Department of Agriculture has followed a polky of benion
neglect toward hungry schoolchildren. Congress took a major seep
toward rectifying this situation by enacting the 1970 school-lunch
amendments. This could not have been accomplished without the
work of this Select Committee during the past several years.

We look forward to your continued work in the coming years in
performing a watchdog function to make sure the purposes and pro-
visions of the 1970 amendments are fully carried out. With adequate
appropriations and continuing Congressional oversight, we can assure
that the tragedy of the last 21 years will not be repeated.

Thank you for inviting us to testify. If you have any questions,
we will answer them to the best of our ability.

Mr. CASSIDY. Mr. Neumark, now that so much headway is being
made in the school-lunch program in Modesto, has the problem of
hunger been mitigated ? Or is there still further progress needed?

Mr. NEUMARK. The problem of hunger clearly still exists.
A state of emergency was declared last fall. And the reason -for that

declaration of a state of emergency is that 50 percent of the people
in the county were starving.

The Department of Agriculture refused_ to provide surplus food,
and it was only through the intervention of the Federal Court in
San Francisco that the people of Modesto had something to eat on
Christmas.Unemployment last year in Stanislaus County was 20 percent. It
is 30 percent this year. Stanislaus County is typical of the Valley.
Modesto is first. Stockton is second. And Fresno is third. Unemploy-
ment in the Valley ranges between 15 and 30 percent, and these are
people who don't have enough money. Most of. these people, roughly
between 60 and 70 percent, receive less than. the StPte says you need
for survival. The State of California sr..:3s a survival level and then
gives them far less.

These people cannot afford food stamps. There is no way they can
eat.

110
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Mr: CASSIDY. IS there a 'food-staMp% program ?
Mr. NntTMARK:-- More r is'.; but 80 to ..90 percent, of the..people are

excluded from it. The USDA sets the price levelsO high that. people
Can't afford it. When 'USDA loWered.the:.prices of food stamps last,
January,'participation Went up from 10.percent to 'somewherearound
29 percent. But that still Means .70 percent of the people are excluded
'from the food-stamp, program.

All the USDA hasto do ,is- lower the price, of food stamps. But
they refuse to do it. And they refuse to -provide ail alternative. 'They
say you can have food stamps. .But -they..set the price .so..high that
people can't afford then-L. .

Then they set a regulation -that -says if you_ have food stamps, you
can't get commodities. The USDA says there isn't a problem there.

Mr- SCHLOSSBERG. Why can't the people get food stamps ?
Mr. NimmA Ric., The price of food stamps is based on your income.

There is a scale. And the price of food stamps is more than is left in
their budget after they pay for the rent. If they don't pay the rent,
they are going to be evicted. If they don't pay for the gas and elec-
tricity, that will be cut 'off.

So the only place they can .cut is in the food budget. They don't
haVe enough left to purchase the food stamps.'

Mr. SCHLOSSBERG. How long has the food-stamp program been 5.n
operation ?

Mr: NBUMARTi. -For 3 years in Stanislans County. The board .of
supervisors-is a very conserVative -.body:by anybody's definition, and
they .have petitioned the USDA to -liberalize the-food-stamp program.
They realize we are' goingitO have another hunger crisisi and they
want 'to, avoid it.

.
. .

.They keep asking ,USDA 'to .lower the' .price.
I might add 'that ,there,is a provision in the Food Stamp Act that

.says in the time' of emergency- -that the. county -.can. 'receive both
commodities and food staMPs,:Whiel: wouldibe at-leasta temporarysolution. .. -

USDA has, taken- the.' position that,. 'Well,: a hunger- disaSter doesn't
really Constitute' that -kind Of emergency:" 'They'. want to see' an act of
God.

If .yOu have a hurricane' and th.. people starve; then you-.can get
-Commodities. But if people are just starving, even if they are thesame number of people, they cannot get the commodities-

It is 'interesting to note that there: is enough sin-plus in the Cali-fornia warehouses to feed every poor person m the State for a full
year. The food is sitting there, and they won't release it.

Mr. Cissmr. Do you think that an expanded school breakfast
program would be of help in Modesto ?

Mr. LOWENSTEIN., I definitely do. In the course of the food crisisthat Mr. Nemnark was referring toand, of- course, we were involvedin some liticration'that arose out of thatwe talked to a lot of peopleabout whatkind of food they were able to serve to their children.And, of course, we talked to them about breakfast time, and I thinkthe results were startling.
We found that many, many of our clients don't provide any break-fast at all -for their children not- because they don't want to, butbecause they can't.

11X
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, .It is interesting, during the recent eontroverSy over the nutritional

valne of breakfast cereals, I noted sonie of those that were defending
the cereal industry pointed out that in estimating the nutritional
value of breakfast cereal, you haire- to take into account that people
eat cereal with milk and sugar. And yctt have to add those into the
nutritional value.

,-What I found Out to my Sur Prise last December.was that when dur
clients give cereal to their children in the morning, the -children eat
that cereal with watee, because they can't afford the milk. And they
can't afford the sugar. And aside from the obvious nutritiOnal loSs,
I don't think that when children are forced to eat that kind of
breakfast that they are goitig to.grow up believinc, in the importance
of a good breakfast, because it is 3ust nOt very preaSant.

I think a breakfast program is very int:portant. There is a break-
fast program in one of the small school districts in our county, the
Demtir School District. And it -seems to be quite -sticcessful.-

lmow our clients Outside of- thia district kfiow of "that program
and -they Want it for'MOdesto,--and they haven't been able to get it Yet,.

We have. read .Senator I aVits' School- breakfast bill refert.ed to this'
rrioiming. I personally feel 'if iS'an'exC'ellent bill," and I really 'hOPg.'
that congress will pasS -it 'AS Soon as IPOSSible.

'Senator MCG-OvEnN. Mr. LOWenstein,..I tim Ski& abOnt:the rollcall .
haVe been plagued with 'interrUptiona'alf scv4y here" tOday.. But

had it chance to read your ,statemerit 'earlier this Morning, and.
very much encouraged -at -the.progress' that has been made, Since we,,
were' in Modesto. ' ./' "

Someone has furnished fdr'theConimittee a' neWS item fiom ohe
of the newSpapers 'in 'Cairo,' Nebr.,- which 'is a report ori. the 'local.,
schoOl board 'meeting'that'WaS'lield-ori'laSt Fridaya 'Week ago Fri:-,
day: And 'one of the items:in 'the ptiblia'Press reads -6,S 'follows

Op, motion- by, 13terson, seCon4ea.bY Aowelson, :free lunches ;were approired
for the faMilies Of Mrs. Salier;'John Field, Virs. Stindet,, and MelVin:17reqriclKspn.

Does anything like that ever happen, to: your ktiowledge, -either
with reference to the proceedings, of the Modesto. school, board or
other schools in your area where the names of families are published
that are receiving:speoiaVassistance of this kind?

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. I thilik that since the regulations of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture were promulgated to make that kind 'of- thing
unlawful, I think that in our area the record of the school board has
been fairly good. I don't think that that tyPe of practice exists.

Senator McGOvErtx. This is only a week old, this particular news
item.

Mr. LOWENSTEIN. I know. I saw. that One from Nebraska..And the
fact that that kind of thinking is going on iodayand we all know
the regulations of the Department of.Agriculture have been in exist-
ence over 2 years now. And the fact that that practice.goes on today
indicates what we indicated in our statement, the importance' of
Congre s... watching oVer this- field, and making su,re that that kindof abuse is at least kept to a Minimum.

Senator MoGovEmy. I am not really lookin:g for any special praise
here for this committee. But since I did miss your response to the
questions that were raised by the staff, is it your feeling that tnekind of field hearings we conducted out there Din helpful in terms

42-77S-71pt. S---S 1--
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of the...triggering of constructive response in . a community. that, at
least at the .time we arrived there, seemed to be very divided and
angry on. this problem ? :

Mr. NEITMARK. Yes , I. would like to answer that. think the hear-
.

ings were important for two reasons. . .

I think to a certain extent the low-income people had lost faith
in the institutions. And for a U.S. Senator to come to Modesto to
show concern about the problem indieated to them that someone
somewhere cared. TheY had tried the courts. They had one in the
courts. But they saw that that wasn't an answer.

I think after your visit to Modesto, people again had some hope.
And I think, also, although it took some period of timeI think

also the school board recognized that people in Washington were
going to fund the program.

.I think it is very important to emphasize if that money is cut off
in Modestoand there is some chance .of tbat, according to the State
directorwe are going to be back where we were last year, .except
it is going to 'be a worse situation, because, now there are 2,000 chil-.
dren, as opPosed to the 400 receiving lunches last year, who will be
cut off. And I think- there will be confrontation in the ;community.

Last year peoPle were ,.arrested over school lunches. And, for-
tunately, there wasn't any violence. But if this money is cut off, I
think Congress should recognize that they would, in a real way, be
encouraging, yiolence in many areas. ,

The recorcl,in California I think, is fairly good now. But consider
what Will happen in Los Ailgeles. You know thousands and thousands
of children won't receive lunches ,anymore.

I think it iS the responsibilitY of the Congress to make surethe
State has pUt about as Mfieh. ,as they p,re going to put up. ,And
thAi is $G,. million. And if COngress- doesn't- put, the money up, tbe
prograriaS are gbing to be cut Off. It is that simple.

Seiator McGroVER±4. Thank yoU yery nniCh Mr. Nenmark and Mr.
LOWenStein, kir your 'testimony.

-Mr. Low/.1-StniiI'. Thank you, Sir.
..(Letter from ModestO city. Schools f011owS':)'

MODESTO orrY sanooLs,
,ifoae8to,- Ca/., October 9, 1970.

SELEO7', COMMITTEE ON NUTRITION AND HITMAN NEEDS,
Old Senate Office Building,
Wa8hington, D.C. ,

GENTLEMEN : 'The reinstatement of the National School Lunch Program in the
Modesto City Schools can be directly attributed to the increased level of supportboth on the part of the United States Congress and the California State Legis-lature. The criterion of eligibility adopted has guaranteed an adequate noonmeal for a vast number of needy children. in our community.

The continued financial participation by the state and federal governm.ants is
absolutely .essential to the maintenance of the National School Lunch Program
iu thz; Modesto' City Schools. AnY significant deviation away from the currentlevel of participation will leave no alternative to our school district but to termi-nate and withdraw from the program.

We strongly urge that a guaranteed, reliable, and adequate plan of funding
be established as a primary means of maintaining what has now developed intoa very fine partnership project.

Respectfully,

11 3

BERT C. CORONA,
Superintemlent.
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Senator MCGOVERN. I would like to call the panel of witnesses, that
represents- .our final group- of witnesses todayMrs. urley, Mr.
Delgado, Mr. Fuqua, and Mr. Thorns.

PANEL.: STA.TEMENTS OF MRS. KAY- HURLEY, COMMUNITY REP-
RESENTATIVE, -SOUTH BOSTON, MASS. ; GARY DELG.ADO, COM,
MUNITY ORGANIZER, CHILDREN'S FOUNDATION, LITTLE ROCK,.
ARK.; 'GLENN D. -FUQUA; AND PETER. THOMS, RHODE ISLAND
LEGAL SERVICES

,Senator McGovErtx. I wonder, in the interest of accommodating
the Senate, legislative schedule, if ,we could have an- indication fromthe witnesses. whether yoti each have separate statements?

Mrs. HURLEY. Separate statements.
Senator McGovE-aiv. Wherever possible, in order to avoid the prob-lem of the rollcall, if you could summarize, the. highlights ,of your

statements so We dould cret.at the qUestionin& aS qUiCkly as possible,I think it Would expedite our proceedings.
WhO is the first witneSs?
We wig start with
Mr. FrycirrA. Mr. Chairman, and meMbers Of the corrimittee ;My name is Glenn D. Fuqua. My position is director of the Depart-ment Of SoCial Services' in Rockingham County.' N.C.
I ,appeat before yOu idcM,y oh :behalf of the poor, schoolchildren:and their parents in my countypoor schoOlchildren who are' also

. .poor hungry schoolchildren.
Earlier, today you cited from:. one .of the school Systems' in Ourcounty the...Policies regarding getting a:free Or reduced-price lunch.I Will mit go into that form at thiS time, Other.thari to state 'that .itmakes a mockery of. ,the national 'school lunch' prograrri.It .has come to our attention, that the 'peoPle working in ,pUbliowelfare; 'aS I. am, and ineMbers of' my sthlf, that frequenily'.-schoOl.'

officials do' riot feed poor children be6ause they lack -a .basie concern-for these children.
I believe Senator Hart this morning raised the qriestiori of. Why .don't sclidol superintendents feed these children. I think, it is fre--.quently the' 'ease because .they are problem Children', poor children.They lack the where*ithal to participate in these school Prograilisthat other children participate in.
School officials have frequently stated that welfare departmentsshould pay the schools for lunches provided childreri on publicassistance. This is not possible in North Carolina at this time, be-cause the State legislature has not appropriated funds for such a

,

purpose.
In fact, North Carolina is presently Meeting only 86 percent ofthe need requirements for AFDC families. How: can we expect wel-fare mothers to pay for their children's lunches when they arereceiving only a pittance for food no*?
I am willing to explore any possibility to feed poor children, goto any lengths, take any steps that will insure a meal for a child..There has been some suggestion locally to explore the feasibilityof using food stamps to pay. for school lunches.

114
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Is this possible ?
Perhaps someOne in HEW or the USDA could examine this

possibility.
Why do school officials throughout the country refuse or reluctantly

feed poor children ? Most of them that I have had contact with
Mevitably say that we must operate school systems at a break-even
financial point. None feel that Federal and State governments pro-
vide enough financial assistance to the local -traits.

I sometimes would question this. I believe that some schools refuse
to feed poor children because they lack a basic concern for the
welfare of these children.

It does not require a Ph. D. in education to realize the commonsense
statement that poor children must first have the wherewithal to
participate in a school's academic curriculum. A child cannot learn
if he is hungry, lacks clothing, or is in need of medical and dental
care.

The school superintendents in our connty seem ,to have nO'particu-
,Mr difficulty in getting Federal, and State funds for fancy new educa-

tional programs and-equipment. There is always priblicitY in the'
news media when these grants are awarded.

How can- poor children take advantage of these programs if they
are hungry and Sick ?

There are voluminous studies correlating education and incoine..
Ws ?oll agree,, I am snre, that the sti-tdy of this relationship between
earnings and education show that the more highly,- educated the man,
the greater his earnings.

Everybody _complains about the high cost of welfare., If -we can't
keep the poor children., in school, Where they' hopefully ,Will, receive
a meaningful education, ,then hbw can We expect welfare cbsts to
decrease or huinan life to be enriched ?

I think it is 'apparent 'that' a great- Many State and' fo'c'al officials
flatmethe,intent of the national school lunch Program, beeauSe there
is inadegnate SUpervision of the Federal fund§ allopated to the States
and'ldcalities for school-lunCh programs.

I am not optimistic that the new law Public Law. 41-298 scheduled
for nationwide implementation in. January 1971, will solve the prob-
lem. I think' the' committee and Congress must make it plain to theStates and localities that poor children will be fed now and that
restrictive and punitive measures on a local level will no longer betolerated.

Senator MCGOVERN% Thank you very much, Mr. Fuqua, for yourtestimony.
I think what we will do is proceed with each witness and hold the

questions until each person has testified.
Mrs. Hurley, would you like to testify next ?
We have a letter from Senator ,Kennedy, who was unable to bewith us today, especially welcoming you to the committee and re-

viewing some of the problems in Massachusetts.
I would. like to ask that that letter be made a part hearino

7

record.
(The letter of October 12, 1970, follows :)

I A 5
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e . U. S. SENATE, .

W ashington, D.C., October 12, 1970
Hon. GEORGE McGoveRN, .

Chairman, Select Committee Tln Nutrition, and Human Needs,
U. S. Senate, Washington, D. C.
DEAR Ms. ortAmIKAN : I regret that I- am not able to be present for today's hear-

ings concerning the School Lunch Program. However,. I want to be certain that
the members of the couhnittee and all witnesses who are testifying today are
fully aware of the useful and important contributions that have been made in
the health and welfare areas in Massachusetts by Mrs. riay Hurley. In our state,she is one of the most vigorous supporters of efforts to establish and improve
living conditions for citizens who traditionally .are forced to live under unfavor-able circumstances.

You may recall that Mrs. Hurley came to Washington last year as a witness
before this same committee. At that time her testimony was also on the subject
of the Sclool Lunch Program. She provided insights into that whole issue thathave servt 1. me well in understanding the principle aspects of that problem. Forthat reason, I think it can be expected that her testimony today will bring
vitally needed information about ways to improve upon the delivery of lunches
to school children in the commonwealth..

Out of a total of approximately 3f225 schools in the commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts, less than half participate in the school Lunch Program. Moreover, in
those schools where youngsters were fortunate enough to receive the benefits of
a l\Mch program, the overwhelming majority of them were found to. be in fami-
lies who are not effected by inadequate incomes..Yet, yOt:ngsters from low income
families have been consistently denied the opportunity to receive free or reduced
priced lunches because of failures to design creative systems for the delivery offood to them. In addition to these statistics, I am aware that other factors
clearly jfy the need to improve on the way we now proVide nutritional care
for our school children. I am certain that Mrs. Hurley will agree ,with me when

say that despite the reasons that cause low income youngsters to. go without
.proper meals, there is simply no excuse for us to do that any longer.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to welconie Mrs. Hurley .to Washington and to the cora-niitte and I look forward to reviewing her testimony and I am certain 'that
what she has to say can be helpful to each of us.on this committee.

Sincerely,
. .

EDW,A.RD M. KENNEDY.
Mrs. }-11:TREE-Y. My name is Kay Hurley. I am from South Boston,

Mass. And I am here representing the people of Massachusetts.
I am also a welfare recipient and the -mother of two .children not

receiving school lunches. And.I do not expect them, to , be receiving
free lunches by Thanksgiving,:as President _Nixon has promised.

One reason .for not receiving, lunches iS: that . the schools they go
to do.not have-lunch programs. ,The other side .of it in schoo1s that
.have lunch programsand I will talk.about that later.

The schools in the inner-city, poor areas are .old schools and have
bean there for years. The middle-income sclools in the suburbs have
th e. facilities and can then give the school lunches.

Nonetheless, in Boston, most of the junior . high schools and high
schools and some of the elementary schools, have schoot-huich facili-
ties.

. There are 28,585 ADC children in the city of Boston, and theaverage. nuntber of free schoolt lunches given out right .now every
day, is 66.7. That tells you where Boston is at as far as giving outthose free school lunches. .

In East Boston, when the East Boston welfare-rights group wentto the school committee and tried to get .tree lunches, they weretokl that there was no such thing on the books as a free lunch pro-gram.
A
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In Jamaica Plains and Roxbury when the people requested free-
lmich prograths they were toad their kids would have to work in
the cafeteria. Tfie kids picked to work there are "A": StudentS, who
then have to miss two periods of work in order to work in the
cafeteria. And after working there a few months they are no longer
"A" students, which is one way to keep the kids from getting into
better schools.

There have been reports of worms in the food. One of my neighbors
has eight children-13 childrenand eight of them go to schools
which have school-lunch programs. And she has to pay 30 cents per
meal and 10 cents for dessert. That comes out to $17 per week. You
aro not including that much money in the budget for food alone. And
that school refuses tO,give school lunches.

One thing decent that, has happened in. MassachuSetts--,--and: I am
not willing to wait for .it, 'nor ttre thonsands of others-T-is :that a ;bill
was passed which requires all schools to have lunches . available by
:Septernber 1972.: EVen"'when this bill goes -into effeet in: 1973, that
;doeSn't Inean that_ theSe SchOols are going to giyo: out ,those luncheS.
That doesn't mean that when people put in a request -for those free
lmiches that they will them.

As far as I am concerned, Ihave heard people today saying, "What
can We:do'?" , .

I have de,monstrated in Welfare offices and have been -arrested for
'it: And I have- known I would be arrested, even though I -felt I had
a just dause. ,

.:A.s far. as I am cOncerned, school offiCials all across the country are
breaking the law,, and they should be arrested. Unless Some laws are
passed to have them; arrested,; maybe the people in the local com-
munities could make citizen arrests on school committee mei-fibers Who
are rfii§Jng to giire out these lunches.

That is all I haVe tO Say.
Senator. McGoyEtiN. 'Thank; you Very mneh, Mrs. Hurley.
.Mr. Delgado, could we hear from you next ?

tr. DELGADO. T Ain Gary Delgado, from the Children's Foundation,
A rkapsas COmmmiity Organization for Reform Now.

My involvement With the school hmeh' program in Arkansas began
With an interView with Mias Ruth Powell, State School luneh director.
The meeting was arranged by Mr. Jay Lipner, a VISTA attorney,
who had several months of extensive experience with the Arkansas
school luneh program.

At the time the meetincr was arrancred , school districts had already
been advised by 'ineMorandum from Miss Powell of the income
poverty guidelines preScribed by the Secretary of Agriculture. (See
appendix A.1) This communieation indicated that although the
guidelines were not mandatory Until Jamtary 1, 1971, school districts
may wish to adopt thern for Use at the' beginning of the school year.
The purpose of arranging this meeting was to suggest to Miss Powell
that school districts be provided a more .definite method of imple-
thenting :the aMendthents to the national school hinch law, specifienlly
in i-espect to the adoption Ofthe Jam-1.m.y guidelines.

Apps. A, E, C, D. and E, appear on pp. 2235, 2237 and 2239.
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To this end,Mr. Lipner and mySelf offered for Miss Powell's con-sideration a free-lunch self-certification appliCation which imple-Mented the amendments. The form was, prepared by Ar...Jay Lipner,Mr. Wade liathke, head organiZer for ACORN, .and myself, for useby the. Arkansas ComMunity Organizations .for Reform Now,statewide organization of low-income people, affiliated with theNational Welfare Rights Organization.
Miss Powell not only approved the form, she sent out a memoran-dum .to every school district in. the State approving the form andurging the school districts to adopt the January income povertyguideline imriediately. (See appendiX.B.)
On- Monday, 'August 31, 1970, 42 members of the Shorter CollegeGardens Community Organization, an affiliate Of the Arkansas Com-munity Organizations for Reform. Now, handed. in ACORN school-huich forms. to North Little.- Rock..School Superintendent GeorgeMiller. The group requested that, the. district .not uSe title money,but natiOnal school lunch funds fO:r.the .schOoljUneh pti?ogram .tiller ti'eated the all7blaCkl&-Oup--. with .scorn, and disrespect,: con-stantly berathig .their .effortS o get. .lunChes for thei-C .children andreferring to. theM at every --opl.,:.1,-tunity he had tO addreSs them. as"you people.", Whel.:: he was 1 d.the formS, ,his .i.eplY was,. "Whydon't you people use .our forni:- We have forMs of .onr: own."

.The SchOol district had.yet to, distribute "theie forms and. did.not.do so iv:461 Oetober 7,, 1970, in .direct violation of section 245.5 (a),Federal- regulationS.
I quoted' section 24.5.6 (b) Of the regulations, which entitles everyChild to. a .free or redneed-prioe lunch after their parent had socertified, until such tiine,.that the- school district could prove .withfair-hearing. that the child was in, fact, not, entitled:-.to. a ,free lunCh.Miller. responded by.'saying that he:didn't eare "what the law said."( See. enclosed -newspaper.
I offered Mr. Miller ,and.Mr. Crownover, his assistant, copies of theUSDA regulationS issued August 31, 1970. Neither of them wereinterested.

. The second incident with the' North Little Rock School Districtoccurred on Friday, .September ,18, 1970, when members of the SilverCity Courts :Welfare Rights Organization charged -that their childrenwere discrimolated against in the school-lunch program in the NorthLittle. Rock scLlool system.
Mrs. Nina Aldridge of Silver City Courts is a prime example ofthe district's negligence. At the time of the. meeting only one of herfour children in school was receiving a free 'luneh. This is a directviolation of title 7, section 245,8(a); Code of Federal 'Regulations.Mrs. Aldridge is a .welfare -recipient. In the sas income leVel,Mrs. Sue ICirsey, who' .also -lives in 'Silver City Courts and whosechildren .attend the same school, had not as of Septerthler 18 evenreceived an -application for the lunches.

,School .Supt. George- -Miller denied that the -Federal Governmentwould pay:for expenditures:from Septembek. to January; Stating :I've dealt with the Government a long time, and they've gone backand paid for what's' been done.
He admitted that he had not distributed the forms or guidelinesor information on fair 1-19arings, _stating

118
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I have found out this..about human nature. If you distribute a form
to everyone, then everyone is .needy.

This is ,a direct violation of. Section 245.6 (b) , which requires the
school district to 'distribute information concerning school-lunch
eligibility standards and appeals procedutes, in addition to school-
hinch: forms, in the beginning of ..every school year. In a State like
Arkansas, with 50 percent of the .poPulaticn below the poverty level,
many poor people are losing an important necessity for their children
because of the attitude of school officials like George Millet.

The third, confrontationand I can use no other wordwith t1)e
North Little Rock Sehool District occurred -when I accompanied 30
members of the Eastgate Terrace and Hemlock Courts Comthunity
Organizations, both affiliateS of ACORN, to the North Little Rock
school administration's office. Miller walked out on the groUps,
told- me to shut up when I again cited the. law. Asid both he and his
assistant inVited me to "step -outside..and settle."

Mr. Lipner and 1172. Rathke-succeeded. in 'qUoting the regulations
to Superintendent 'Miller.. Mit Miller-left to -.call the police f out
."intrusion" into his office Miller arid ..drOwnover pointedly and.
repeatedly 'denied:that the laws -wete in effect, despite the fact that
Mt. Lipner, 'Mr. Rathke, 'and I, along with .conimunity spokesmen,
quoted the regulations as being effective upon publication .in the
Federal Register. Publication took place on Septerriber 4, 1970.. To
this day there- are children in North 'Little -Rock who go with-mit a
lunch- eVety school day because 'Miner refrised .to acknOwledge the
law.

An excellent exanaPle Of -the 'frequent tecalcitrance of local- school
districts to proVide 'free school luneheS to eligible low:income chil-
dren is the :.dispute' between ACORN' 6iia. :t,h6 .-Notth Little RoCk
Schciol district -Concerning 'When the'neW-rekulations. become effective .

As yOti -eVetything in the ne* rektilatioris IS. in 'effect. as Of
publication in the _Federal RegisterSePtembet -4, 1970-except 'for
the mithmum-indotnegnidelineS, Which are- 'Optional, Until .Ta,muury
1, 1971. .

In all meetings between. ACORN, and the North T tt.1c Rock
School officials, they have individually' and-in Unison .stateci in private
'and to th.e- press that the new .regulationS,- -in -whole -or in part, do
not go' into 'effect until Jannary 1; 1971. They' have persisted to this
line despite constant rebuttal, including direct reference to the Fed-
eral Register and a telegram from Mr. Gerald Cassidy, special
counsel of the Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human
Needs.

In the .Eittle 'Rock sehool district,- about:80 members of the Granite
Mountain Highland CoUrts and East Eho. Welfare Rights Orcrani-
zations, airdiates. of ACORk, met 'with -Litee Rock schOol officials.
Spokesmen for the grotipsLMes. Rose TV-ashingtori, chairman, EaSt
End WRO; Mrs. Barbara' Ilamptoni chairman, Granite Mountain
WRO; and Mrs..Rosetta Lewis,. cochairman, Highland- Courts WRO

discrinainatiOn -in the adnainiStration of the sehooll.unch
prograin; . The grorips- Cited' examples'. Of -two Mothers present that
had four chi' -n in school, who were' ,receiving free lunches; -anci
two ho were not.
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The itssistant school .supermtendent i esponded that there were no
violations, that .he ,kliew of ,and,,that the .money ,for :school, lunches
was not there. He: did, nevertheless, agree to process the ACORN
school-lunch forms. ,:

On Monday, September 28, 1970, ,Miss Ruth ,Powell, State school
lunch director, in a press statement, stated. that USDA was still
working on the guidelines despite the fact that the guidelines were
already published in the Federal. Register on September 4, 1970.

Superintendent Miller categorically refused to adopt th e. expanded
program until the school district has supplemental funds. After -Miss
Powell's letter to school districts in which she urged the school
officials to use the new guidelines, she stated to the press that she
"could not blame school boards for not adopting the revised programwithout the new guidelines." And they , had .already been :published.September 4. .

The school-lunch ,program has .become au issue of some magnitude
in Pine Bluff and Texarkana Ark.,- where coinmunity groups, arefinding that: school officials stop Spending title I -funds . for lunches
and Start giving all eligible children lunches through National School
Lunch _A ct funds. The groups are organized by ACORN, with tech-
nical assistance provided from the Food Research and Action
Council. New York City, and the Children's Foundation, Wash-
ington,. D.C. , .But the reluctance . of schOol officials to .comply with the law is
not Confined to Arkansas, or even to the South. ACORN, -FRAC, and
the children's foundation has received,letters, from low-income people
all over the country. The poor implementation, by the State, and
local officials is further aggravated by lack of direction from Federal
a(,-enoies and indifference of Federal, offiCials.
.1='When comMunity groups first became interested 'in school-lunch
programs, I wrote a letter .to Secretary of, Ap-riculture Hardin re-
'queStino- that USDA spell out more clear.1 reimbursement ratesto locaf schools. The letter was written September 10, 1970. I haveyet to receive a reply.

At one point, when Miller .denied the law' was in effect, I advised
Meal reporters to call 'Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Richard
Lyng to verify that there was, in fact, a Federal Code of Regulationsand that i" was, in fact, in effect The printed response was a master-
piece of "hedging." Lyng feigned ignorance that the reimbursement
rates were 100 percent up to GO cents per lunch statino- "I don't think
we pay that much--I'm not sure."clespite the face' ,at in section
210.11(d) of the regulations, which Lyng s riled, it states

The total reimbursement for general cash, for food-assistance funds, and
special cash assistance shall not exceed 60 cents (12 cents from 'general caeh for
food assistance and 48 cents for special cash aSsistance)' for each type A lunch
served free or at a reduced price to children meeting the school's auproved eligi-
bility standards' for such lunches.

I have written twe. letters to USDA, with absolutely no response.
USDA has not sent any explanation of their rep-nlotions, no state-
ment of "principle chanefes in school-lmich law," no backup onthe rep-ulations, and. provided, little direction to State school-hmch
directors.

12 0
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USDA has issued reigulations to school districts that require them
to distribute policies in September that they are not required to
formulate until the end of October. They have written a provisionfor self-certification, but none for forms other.than those provided,
or not provided, by disinterested school officials.

USD_A has setup "paper" appeals procedures. They have claimed
that they want to delay hearincrs on the regidations until later sothat the program could be implemented to feed poor children. Butthey have not assisted in feeding children. USDA has not elaborated
on the following points, which need to be cleared up for local
officials:

(1) The appeals procedure: If school districts don't provide
lunches, the poor people are forced tip appeal, thus: (a) lessening the
effect of having the "burden of- proof" On the. Scthool offieialS;. and(b) having the poor person appeal; to the .same 'people that turnedthem down initially.

(2) .The-income -.poVerty guidelines: The. -'!act. that -they -arc thefloor, not the 'Ceiling, 'for providing free--hincheS..
As a matter of, fact; there 'was 'an editorial -Written in .the ArkanSasDethoerat which indicated that the-USDA poverty gnidelines weretoo high.
(3). Distribution of. form's: Fornis.' May not have been distrted

by local-offiCials, 'and USDA has yet tO approve any form for n4tio4-wide distribution. This still leaves the power in the community' osier
whether that bominunity- will or Will net...company. with the law atthe complete:.whiM of' leeal

(4) Make any differentiation in indoMe 'guidelines ever free or,reduced;-p rice' lUnches
(5) ReiMbursement rateS:- .The fact _that .SeheOl- .diStricts -may, bereimbursed up. to 100 percent up to:60 cents' 'Per ElTi6h.USDA: haS air inexcuSable CoMmUniCation gap between all

Concerned: School'officials are 'Stalling and.dhildren" are going hungry.'Thank you. very -muCh. .
woukl 'also like to submit to the cormniAee copies of the memo-randums from Miss Powell, a copy of the. -ACORN. scheor-lunch

self-Certification form, the letterS from.'Senator MCGovern and Mr.Cassidy, and the newspaper clipping indicating all the statementsthat the superintendent of schools made, such that he didn't carewhat the law said.
Thank you.
Senat.)r McGovERN. All right, that material will be made part ofthe hearing record.
(The documents follow :)

STA'? ':MENT OF GARY DThGADO, FIELD REPRESENTATIVE, TIIE ClaILDREN'S FOUNDA-TION, ORGANIZER, A. :ANSAS COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS FOR REFORM Now
ily involvement with the School Lunch program in Arkansas beun with aninterView with Miss Ruth Powell, State School Lunch Director. The meetingwas arranged by' Mr. Jay Lipner, a VIST. attorney, who had several m.onths ofextensive experience with the Arkansas School Lunch program. At the time themeeting was arranged, school districts had already been advised by memorandumfrom Miss Powell of the income poverty guidelines prescribed by the Secretaryof Agriculture (see Appeadix A). This communication indicated that althoughthe guidelines were not mandatory until January 1, 1971, school districts maywish to adopt tiler, for use at the beginning of the school year. The purpoe of,
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arranging this meeting was to suggest to Miss Powell that school districts be
provided a more definite method of impleroe.nting the Amendments to. the
National School Lunch Law, specifically in respect to the adoption of the Janu-
ary guidelines. To this end, Mr. Lipner and myself offered for Miss Powell's
eonskleration, a free lunch self-certification application, which implemented theAmendments. The form was prepared by Mr. Jay. Lipner, Mr. Wade Rathke
(head organizer for ACORN). and myself, for use by the Arkansas CommunityOrganizations for Refor _ Now (ACORN) a statewide organization of low
income people, affiliated with the National Welfare R.ights Organization. Miss
Powell not only approved the form, she sent out a memorandum to every school
district in the state, approving the form and urging the school districts to adopt
the January income poverty guideline (see Appendix B) immediately.

On Monday, August 31, 1970, forty-two members of the Shorter Colluee Gar-
dens Conzmunity Organization (an affiliate of the Arkansas Community Organi-zations for Reform Now) handed in ACORN School Lunch Forms to North
Little Rock School Superintendent George Miller. The group reqnested that the
district not use Title I .moneyebue National Sehool.Lunch funds for the school
lunch program. Miller treated the all black_ group with scorn: and disrespect,
constantly .berating their efforts .to. get lunehes.for their children and referring
to them at every opportunity.he had to .address them as "you people." When he
was handed the forms, his reply was, "Why don't you people use.our fortes ; .we
have forms of our own." The school district had .yet to, distribute -``their" forms,
and did not do so until .Oetober 7, 1970; in direct violation:of Section .245.5(a),Federal Regulations.

I quoted Section. 245.6 (b) of the regplations- which .entitles, every child to a
free or reduced price .1unch after their parent had so certified, until such- timethat he--school district. conld :prove with a fair hearing that the.:child was in
fact net entitled to a.free hinch. Miller responded ,by saying that he."didn't care
what the law: said," (see enclosed_ newspaper clippings.), .

I oered. Mr. Miller. and .Mr:::(3.rownover, .his assistant; Copies of the TzfDA
regutations issued August 31..1970.eNeither of, them.were interested. ,

.; The .second_incident..with. the .North- Little.:Roctk School :District occurred on
Friday,' 'September 18, .1970, when members lof, the. Silver. City. Courts WelfareRights. Organization . charged..that their,,ehharen ,were-.discriminated against in
the schcaii lunch program .in .the North.Little Rock school syistem. Mrs.:Nina
Aldridge of, Silver_ City, .Com"ts is a prime .exananle-of the disrmct. s negligence.
.A.t.the tizne of the meeting only one _of her four elaildren. in school was-receiving
hefree. lunch. This is., a direct violation. of. Title 7, ,Section Code- -ofFederal negnlations. Mrs. Aldridge- also.charged that the child that was receiv-
ing a free .lunch was forced. to -use. special :tokens to purchase the lunch,- Thisis .in direct violation of Title ,7, Section' 245.8, Code -of- Federal .Regulations.
Mrs. Aldridge is a welfare recipient: In the same income level, Mrs..Sue Kirsey,
who also lives in Silver City .Conrts and whose uhildren attend the same school,had not (aS .of Sept. 18) even received an application for the lunches. School
Superintendent George Miller denied that the ,federal government would pay for
expenditures, from September to January stating; "I've dealt with the governmenta long time and they've never gone back and paid for what's been done." He
admitted that he had not distributed the forms or guidelines, or information onfair hearings, stating. "I have found out this about human nature, if you dis-
tribute a form to everyone, then everyone is needy." This' is a direct. violation
of ScctIon 245.6 (b), which requires the school distriet to distribute information
concemtag school lunch eligibility, standards and appeals procedures, in .additionto school lunch forms. in the beginning of every school yee r. In a state like
Arkansas, with 50% of the population below the poverty level, many poor people
are loosing an important necessity, for their children because of the attitude of
school officials such as George Miller.

The third confrontation (and I can use_ no other word) with the North LittleRock school district occurred when accompanied thirty members of the Exist-
gate Terrace. and Flemlock Courts Community- Organizations (both affiliates of
ACORN) to the North Little.Rock School Administration's office. Miller walked
out on the groups, .told me to shut tip when I _again cited_ the law, and both heend his assistant invited me to "step outside..and -settle." Mr. Lipner and

Rathke succeeded in quoting the regulations Supt. _Miller.. but Miller leftto call the police for our "intrusion" into his office. Miller and Crownover.point-
edly and repeatedly denied that the laws were in effect, despite the fact thatMr. Lipner. Mr. Ratidce and I, along with community spokesmen, quoted the
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regrdations bein- eff=.,ctive'npon Publication in' the Federal Register. Publica-tion took plaCe on September 4, '1970. To this day there are children in NorthLittle Rock who go' without a lunch every school clay because Miller refused toacknowledge the law.

An e-vcellent example Of 'the frequent recalcitrance of local school districts toprovide free school lunches to eligible low income children is the dispute betweenACORN and the North Little Rock school district concerning when the nev.,regulations- become effective. As you know, everything in the new regulations isin effect, as of publication in the Federal Register, September 4, 1970, exceptfor the minimum income glticlelines which are optional, until January 1, 1971.In all meetings between ACORN and the North Little Rock school officials, theyhaye individually and in unison stated in private and to the press that the newregnlations, in whole or in part, do not go into effect until January 1, 1971.They have persisted to this line despite constant rebuttal, including direct refer-.ence to the Federal 1?egister, and a telegram from Mr. Gerald Cassidy, SpecialCounsel of Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs.In the Little Rock School District, about eighty members of the GraniteMountain, Highland Courts, and Nast End Welfare Rights Organizations (affi-liates of ACORN) Met with Little Rock school officials: Spekesmen for thegroups, Mrs. Rose Washington, Chairman EaSt End wno, Mrs.- BarbaraHampton, Chairman Granite Mountain WRO; and Mrs. Rosetta Lewis, Co-Chairman Highland. Courts WRO, charged discrimination in the administrationof the school lunch prograni." The groupS cited examples of two'mothers presentthat had four children in school, two who were receiving free lunches and twowho were not. The Assistant School Superintendent responded that there wereno violations that he 'knew of. and that the money for school lunches was notthere. He did, nevertheless, agree to process the ACORN school lunch forms.On Monday,' September 28, 1970, Miss Ruth Powell, State School Lunch Direc-tor, in a press statement, stated that USDA was still working on the guidelines,deSpite the fact that the guideline's were already published in the Federal Reg-ister, September 4; 1970. Superintendent Miller catagorically refused to adoptthe expanded program until -the school district' has suppleniental funds. AfterMiss Powell's letter to school districts in which she urged "the school officials touse the new guidelines, she stated to the press that "she could not blathe schoolboards for not adopting the revised prograni without the new guidelines."Tile school lunch program has 'become an issue Of some magnitude .in PineBluff and Texarkana, Arkansas 'where community groups are demanding thatschool officialS Stop spending Title I funds for lunches and start giving all eli-gible children lunches through National School Lunch Act funds. The groupsare organized by ACORN 'with technical assistance provided front the FoodResearch and Action Council (FRAC), N.Y., N.Y. and The Children's Founda-tion, Washington, D.C. But the reluctance of school officials to coMply with 'thelaw is not confined to Arkansas. or even to. the South. ACORN. FRAC, and TheChildren's Foundation has received letters from low income p6ople all over thecountry. The poor implementation by the state and local officials is furtheraggravated by laek of direction from federal agencies and iminference of federalofficials.
When community groups first became -interested in school lunca programs, Twrote a letter to Secretary of Agriculture Hardin requesting that l_TF--)A spelout more clearly the reimbursement rates to local schools. The letter was writtet_September 10, 1970 ; I have yet tc, -cceive a reply.
At one point when Miller den; the law was in effect, I advised local reportersto call Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Richard Lyng to verify that there was,in fact, n Federal Code of Regulations, and that it was, in fact, in effect. Theprinted response was a masterpiece of "hedging." Lyng feigned ignorance thatthe reimbursement rates --;,ere 100% up to 60!:' per lunch. Despite' the fact that inSection 210.11 (d)- of the Regulations Lyng signed, it states that, "the totalreimbursement for general cashfor food assistance funds and Special cashassistance shall not exceed 60 cents (12 cents from general ea:IIfor foodassistance and 48 cents for special cash assistance) for 'each Type A lunchserved.free or at a reduced price -to chilldren.meeting the school's approved eligi-bility standards for such lunches."
I have written tWo letterS to USDA with absolutely no response (see 'AppendixC).. IISDA.has not sent any explanation *Of their regulations, no statement of
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"principle.changes in school lunch law," no-hack-up- on;the: regulations, and has:proVided little .direction ;to State:School..1.ainch.,DireCtOrs. ...USDA .has issued regulations to school districts that require them to dis-tribute policies in September 'that they are not required to formulate until theend of October. They hare-written a provision for self-certification, but nonefor forms other than those proVided (or not provided) by disinterested schoolofficials. USDA has sei- up. "paper" appeals procedures: they have claimed thatthey want to delay hea_ 'ngs on the regulations until la:.-er so that the programcould he implemented to feed poor children. But they haVe not assisted ih Teed-ma fthildren. UST)A_ has not elaborated on the:following points which need to becleared up for local officials':1. The appeals procedureif school districts don't provide lunches, the poorpeople are ;forced to,- appeal, thus (a), lessening the effect of having the"burden of_proof" on the school of-Th-121.1s, and ()) having the poor ,personappeal to.the same people that turned them down initially.2. The incOme poverty-guidelinesthe fact that they are-the floor, -and'hotthe ceiling, for providing free lunches.3. Distribution of..formsthat forms may---not :have been'distribUted byofficials, and that USDA has yet to approve way form fer nationWide'ditribution. This still leaves the power in the community over whether thatconimUnitY will compl y-with`the'lair the conaplete 'whim' oflc:leaf' " ''" " "Make :any--clifferentiation 'in .ineome guidelines over Tree 'or reduced:pricelunches
5. Reimbursern t rates---the' fact that the distriet :ean -be' reimbursed uP to1-:00Vder:600'per luheh.15': .", ; ,;:- ,,,usDA has left an inexcliSable CoMmunication'gan -hetween all' concernedschool.' officiala are stalling and- children, are :going 'hungry; '

API,ENDIti.

IDIEPAR-1 MENT, :OF EDUCATION, 'Littlô'.1Zock,, Ark.,' .A.itgust11, 1970.To_ Superihtendents ?Operating , School , ..PrOgrams '5, ;Front.: 'Ruth wel4 :DirectOr Sehool-FoOd SerVices; : 1:-Income ',v. -Poverty '%.Gui deliheS .- Per- Det erminihg Eligibility' for Free H and:'--" nedueed.-Priee .::, . ; r: ; ; r -you doubt :know-i andendments ;Made 'to' the National ;School Actrequire that schools nation-wide use a:family: size income level for 'determining.eligi,4lity/for free or reduced:price;lunches.:,:',:,'
The- amendments 'require:that you, report.' to us by, .0ctOber 1,' the number ofchildren iriyour.f scliodU district-who are eligible 'fOr free or redueed' pi' lunchesalong With; the:iiumber,l'ecaiving,-free'or retluced priCe-'hinches. For this reason,we thought that you woulu need this information prior- tothe opening or 'achooi.'You will- nate that the law:does-not require- that this 'family size income levelbe used prior to January 1; .1971: .-Since' most administrator's like tO- begin theschool year-with the regulations-which they expect to use throughout the schoolyear, it is strongly recommended that this family size income level be used'when school opens. This a, 1 insures -lunch- throughout the school year for allchildren:
'We cannot tell you at 'thiS time what the rate of reimbursement will be forthe .next school year, -hoWever all' indications are 'that we Will be able to pay ahigher rate than that paid during the last -school year. This infOrMation. will be _rushed to you as soon as it is available,' The -appropriation.has Passed bothhouses and is in cOnference. We are Most anxious to have the-infOrmation' onfunds for next year before school starts since operating _on a continiiing-resolu--.tion"would-be particularly,' diffichlt this year.- due 'to so nianY -Chahges in 'the'scheola in the state charigesih'name and enrollinent.

APPENDIX B
INCOME POVERTY GuroKtai Fon DETERMININGELIGIBILITY FOR FREE AND REDUCED l'RICE L-urreiiEs

Pursuary_ Section 9 of the National SchOol Lunch Act, as amended (42U.S.C. 1758, P.L. 91-248), the income poverty guidelines for determining elle-
? '4 4

-I 2 4
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thility for free and reduced price lunches in National School Lunch Program and
'commodity only schools are prescribed, as of July 1, 1970, as follows :

'Family size

48 States,
District of

Columbia, and
outlying

areas 1 Hawaii Alaska

1 $1,920 $1,210
2_

$2, 401,
2, 520 2, 900

4 43: 258900

3, 150
3 _ 3, 120

5 34; 2728 4, 910
34; 6954

7 5, 320 6, 115
5, 540

5, 340
6, 025

I

6_ 4, 820

a
6, 650

Each additional family member
5, 820

450 .

6, ao
520

7, 526705
i

1

1 "Outlying Areas" include the Commonwealth of Puerto nico, Guam, Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and the Trust
1Territory of the Pacific Islands.. ,

. .
1Beginning January 1, 1971, the income poverty guidelines set forth. .aloove are
Ithe minimum family size annual income levels to be used by loca1,.80hoo1 food
1authorities in establishing eligibility for free and reduced price lunches in

schools. I

The income poverty guidelines are based on the latest statistics, as of July 1, I1970, ol:, poverty levels reportud by the Census Bureau's Current Pop alation 1

Report.,,, as directed by ,Circular No. A-46 of the Bureau of the Budget dated I

June 17, 1970. Val.iations for Hawaii and Alaska are, consistent with sue.a. varia- I

tions established by the Office of Economic Opportunity in its InCome Poverty
1

Guidelines (34 Federal Register, Page- 20431, December 31, 1969 : 35 Federal
Regist, . page 5948, April 10, 1970). 1

"Income," as the term is used in this Notice, is similar to that defined in the
IBureau of Census report, Poverty in the United .f.".;tates, 1959-1968, Consumer

Income, Current Population Reports, Series P-60, No. 68, December 31; 1969.
"Income" means income before . deductions for income taxes; employees' socialsecurity taxes, insuranee premiums, bonds,- etc. -It - includes the following :
(1) monetary compensation for services, including wages, salary, commissions, -
or fees ; (2) net income from nonfarm self employment ; (3) .net income from
farm self employment ; (4) social security ; (5) dividends or interest on savings
or bonds, income from estates or trusts or net rental income ; (6) public assist-
ance or welfare paymen,.s ; (7) unemployment compensation ; (8) Government
civilian employee or military retirement, or pensions, or veterans' payments ;
(9) private pensions or ai.knuities ; (10) alimony or child support payments ;
(11) regular contributions from persons not living in the household; (12) net
royalties,: and (13) other cash income.In applying these guidelines, school food authorities may consider both theincome of the family during the nil st 12 months and family's current rate of
income to determine which. is tin= ,etter indicator of the need for free and
reduced price lunches.

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION,
.E! :,tle Hoek, Ark., August 20, 1970.

To : Superintendents Operating School Lunch Programs
Froth : Ruth Powell, Director School Food Services
Topic': Application for a Free School Lunch

The enclosed -self -certification form has been develoned for use with the new
School Lunch Law. Even though the regulations have nt been finalized, this
form .would. appear to be .entirely consistent with Congressional intent withrespect both to statutory language and the regulations promulgated by the
Department of Agriculture. The proposed self-certification form provides all in-
formation necessary under Section 9- of P.L. 91-248. and is intended to be con-
clusive proof of the child's eligibility for n -ree lunch.

Although the law does not go into effe,, until January 1, 1971, school districtsare en( ouraged to use this self certification form immediately and receive
federal reimbarseinent. -

To.- choci1 ;District. ; Local -k4,roup

12 5,
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APPLICATION. FOR FREE SCECOOL LENCEL

The new School Lunch Law (P.L. 91--248) says that every needy child shall
be girza a. free or reduced price lunch. In accordance with the federal statute
(42 L3.S.C. 1758) and federal regulations (Title 7, Secs. 210 and 245, Code of
Federal Regulations), I request a free school lunch for my children. The gnide-
lines used be .,7 are those prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture (Federal
Register, Vol. No. 153, Friday, August 7, 1970).

Names of all chiMren in school, age, and school

What is your income, each month :
From working (before dedurAions) -; $
From other sources $ From Welfare : $
Find your family size on the chart. If your monthly income from all sources is

less than the figure given on the chart, you are eligible for a free school lunch
for your children.

Size of family :
Number in family 6 7 8 9 111 11 12

Monthly income. $160 $210 $260 $310 $356 $401 $443 $485 $523 $560 $598 $635

The information given- on this aPplication iS correct to the best of my knowl-
edge.I certify that my children are'eligible for a free school lunch.

Name:

Address:
(Signatur0

Copyright 1970, Arkansas Community Organizations For Rz..form Now, Box
695, Little Rock, Arkansas 722(y3. All Rights Reserve0. U.S.A.

This form may not be dIstributed, altered or reproduced without the written
permission of Arkansas Community Organizations For Reform Now.

_ C
ACORN,

Little Rock, Arlo., September 10, 1g70.
Mr. CLIFFOR HARDAasz,
Secretary c I Ap.;-i-inteure,
U.S. Depe,,:.t of, A-Orimature,'
WashiTOton _

DEAR SFR : Jt 10-" -ineomepeoPle inrkansas have expressed -some concern
at the Vaguene.s of new regulations -. of the Amendinent ..to the National
School Lunc,h Law. irs of .e 'Arkansas Community Organizations for
Reform 'Norv organization 'Of low incoMe..people numbering over
six -hundred meirI are partieularlY concerned With local school official's reac-
tion to the new 1.,,?gfi.=,31.ation.'We' feel -that Unless IT.S.D.A.. point blank eliresses
whether,cr not tile nioney -for reinibiirsement tO the school districts Will be airail,
able if they i U.S.1D.A2p in,zome poverty guidelines in September, thOukands
of children wi:.1 xro needlessly hungry. This would be a frUstration of the con-
gressional intent, that every needy child be fed.

.12 e
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I urge you to reply not only to my letteras that would effect only the chil-dren of Arkansas, but to publically declare- that money for federal reimburse-ment will be available to _school :districts; if they use IJ,S.p.A.'s income povertySeptember.., . ,POwell,:the .State Sehe Luneh Pirector;hasv already. urged schooldistriets to' Use .the neW gnidelines' (encleSed' is i. copy of her letter), but .1-unVY:school boardS .have refused because, they fear,;that federal reimbursement vvillriot be'forthcomirig. Please- help 11Iiss rowoi, to reassure them.Bread/Justice,

GARY DELGADO,
Assistant Director.

U.S. SENATE,
Select Committee on Nutrition and _Duman Needs,

Washington, D.C., September 16, 1.970.Mr. GAM." DELGADO,
Children's Foundation Representative,
Little Rock,. Ark. .

DEAR ant. DELGADO : As you know I was a co-sponsor of the school lunch legisla-tionthatbecame Public La 91=248.
Proper implementation of the provisions of this law is vital to the normaldeVelopment of the iMPOVerished of Coni .nation and in fact is in the best interestof all Americans. Therefore, it.is my. solemn hope that school officials will enforcethe poverty income guidelines of the school lunch program in an inclusive matter, .

:in order to reach all eligible children as CongresS'intended: '-Good luck with your efforts.
Sincerely,

;
' 'GEOBE-1%.1cGovzim;

Chairman.'

Arkansas Community,Organizations for, Reform Now -(ACORN),.
Little Rock, !Ark., September 21; 1970,Mr. RICHARD LYNG,

AssistanteCretary, :.;:
Washington, D.C.

LyN G : written,a letter, to.,Secretary ,IIarclin, (dated Sept. 10),rgUtinthãt he' PUbliciZe 'the f011OWitig :(a) That sf7hool boards will, be reimbursed,at a. rate.,not, in; excess of -ap, to100% or a maxiiiinth'cif'siXtY ct a mel ciiice(b) That the Federal Regulation, :epeept for the income poverty guidelines,become the laio at) the land UPen publicatiOn in the Federal Register.Thus far, I haveki't even received a reply to mY letter.
The Arkansas Community Organization for JR.form Now (ACORN) prepareda fact sheet for school superintendents and newSpaper publication in which westated what the federal regulations were and hopir the North Little Rock SchoolBoard (and many school districts all, over:the .country) is violating them. Weeven suggested that local reporters .call you 'or. Secretary Hardin at ITto verify the facts.. .

In a recent letter to .Senator,MeGovern,. dated liugust 7, 1970, you state that"To further delay the issuance of final regulations by public hearing and espe-cially in view of the completeness of the Written comments we are receiving onthe proposed regulations would, in ourview,. be a disservice to children whocan benefit only after local implementation." Yet you did a disservice lo thatlocal implementaticm:. by yefusing ,to admit to a reporter from the ArkansasDemocra( (see encloSed article) that school districts could h reimbnrsed im to100% the cost of the lunch up to sixty cents. in section 210.11 part (d) of theregulations you signed it states that "the total rehnbursernent fca- general cash--for food assistance funds find special cash assistance shall not exceed 60 .cents(12 cents frcnn general, casli-for fci.cod. assietanee, and. 48. cents -for -.s.pecial cashassiStanle) for each, TYp A 1 ime4 Servedr;frep.or-at a reduced price to chihlrenineethig' the scliecorS appoved. ci igil ill f.y ,st4ndards for ;slich lunches.".,There.JS nci!eXcnse'fOr the:lack .rof iliitilic;definitiOn from II.S.D.A. Countless:SchOol"pistricts, (AO 0 rc r tSe_bbuntry are refusing -to adopt-not -only, the new:incOine7--pcivertY Wit alSo, all ,,c.#ter -iP4rta o , the: Amendment and;guidelines until Ja_onarY,1,.197177-and1SUspect ;som of.thein may not coroplYeVeri Own.
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I don't understand the reluctance of U-S.D.A. to intervene in local school dis-

trict's or even State School Lunch Director's'had pOlicieswhen they are bad.
There is no polities to letting children go hungryete aVOid "political confronla-
tions." HUNGRY CHILDREN IS A 'mrPOLI,TICAII! itE4LITY .In North Carolina, Texas, ArkansaS,'.0kintiVina;'XitneitS, and Missouri, just to
name a few states that I in familiar With'in terMabf the.Sehool Lunch Program,
schbol districts are balking U SD A 1.6 'alloi+fLig Vieth Vo balk by noi ileciakihg
that the I:nv (except for tlw income poverty guidelines) Is in effect now and has
been'in effect in its present State'Sinee the NeW RegUlatians were Published in
the feedcral Reoister.

Enclosed is a copy of Yenr telephone intervieW -With the reporter from the
Ai.he,anas Demlocr'at. a cony *of the article describing the 'adininistratien of the
School Laincil program In 'North Little Rock and, a cr>PY'Of a recent-letter fr.5m
Senator M C.oi era to the. ' '

I re:rilize that you probablY aren't aware of the extent of the abuses of the
school lunch law (right here,.in Pulaski, County, Children are worklug for their
Flinch) but children all over the ciniiitry'cotild'benept greiitly from a public,dee.
laratien froth U.S.D.A; Thank yon Very nch '

Sincerely/In the StruggIV,'

DELGADOi
t1e ROck,4rk: .1., ,

A8aistont 33.irector,
; RY JJKLOADO,

'Po'unclat Wit Reprentat.

in regard to you Query on the recently published school lunch gniclelines:
Sees_ 210 and 2,45, Pederal:.ReglEiter, vol: -85, No. 173i 'firci. pleased to tifOrin
yon' that .they heraine-effective-and 'binding es' of ,date of publiCatiOn, 171Iday.
Septemher 4. 1070, with exee'3t1on Of mandatory iik!orrie gnidelizies;

School district.has Until the endiff, Otober' to,stibialt POlieY'staterrat on 'free
and reduced pricedlunches 'but 'iri interim' runs& operate uncler renlations.

CaSSinv,
General connsel,'Soleet COminit:ee on N Human. .N4jOils,

'
:"..2 1:,1 1,41

Er-row' thef Arkansas, DemuerLitv Aug : ltrteg
:1;1 ''. '.,;# :trit,'1, 1'7, .!, ;- - ;:

OLtOW)rkai .t.i.EUIDENTe FOB ,XTCE14 ;PCMEOCa, 14-uprcia-Es
;;..;;;'., ; ;- ; ; ;' ; 1.; ;!,-l; (-13Y MartiniKirhY) '." "
_,Eightoen, residents _of 'Shorter ,College ;Gardena; .accompanied-by severai

dren and supPorters, today: presented-,application.forMs,,for -free--school:Itinchea-
to,p7OptIA.Mttle nook Sehool, ..upt,11:;4eorge E, Miller

Akhout. 40 4.phlezifki hadlattended,-a.meeting.earlier at ;the Sherman Park Rec--,
reation Cinter,. at ,Ncrhich,..theNi. 4orme4j. the.: Shorter rpollegellGardens:ComthtinitY-
Orgainzatiml. ;They were,. orgtunzed...by, Wade .1-tetbka andt.Gary- Delgado, and a
comMittee of residents,

Entering the board room where the-Shorter group was waiting, Miller obvi-
ously was irritated by the demonstgation._

"Yon people have a spokesthai ittifibi-r'sfet:=1"
W43.,31.hpag:forms:!mayi Jr ask ?r,Imiller,saia-Owe:.-havelortas of our own_?'

'wither OM, Wm= grOprilthat,the; schooL:Oistriot- gayer 189,829 Tree' ItineheS -during:
th40 IA44, ActleoN :teX131.0,F1 f-0 if :P.rA0 't ff):_f -

.Mrs.:,parhara-1.1E-1p,ward, ,,Who reigned-rItme 7 as a Nortiv Little .-Rock teaeher'
said ,tbe Onestion -was did%everyone.who was entitled -te rthera get thern;,-,

:xMen qaia, tbmt pilees oJunehs fqr ehildrethwhol paidihad :toT-tie increased tO
"to take up the slack" caused by school-lunch program had. a,f,33;00Wileilett4laW
year -.?or Fi fi9nrsi III I 14_1-UV tW143'i i ,:Cr-

rAirfrit,,owfirp_,etticla.that sh.0.-diad turztedrinrai tqtaig list-cifinainek,of ChildrenVvhoT
ant& not all, lef--_thenv,.recelived -Iree Aniiches,,.-,-

Assistant SUPt. Doyle Crownoye)r,-_)askedi-it!Wito=;turnedy.theth, down-r,
-T,I.M-WqMa.4,§4141.;sile clift 4-0 IttIOW.--. `,`"J'T t`J

42778.--71---...ptji 1 I ,% 72, ; r , .
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Crownover said the principals of schools were the final authorities on certifi-cation of eligibility for free lunches.
Delgado contradicted this and began to quote a federal law he said gave theparents the right to certify their own children."I don't care what the law says," Miller said.
Turning to reporters Delgado said : "You got that? He doesn't care what thelaw says."
Delgado repeated his contention that parents have the authority to certifytheir own childrens
"As of the first of January, 1971," Miller and Crownover said in unision.The Shorter Gardens residents gave Miller their forms and left The visitlasted less than 15 minutes.
At a meeting prior to the visit to Miller's office, those in attendance formallyjoined the Shorter College Gardens Community Organization and most of themalso joined the National Welfare flights Organization.
They filled out forms prepared by Arkansas Community Organleation forReform Now (ACORN). The forms provided for the listing of all school-agechildren in a family, and the family income_ The forms also contained a chartshowing the minimum income as related to the number of persons in a familyfor which children could receive free lunches.
The organizers for ACORN and the Arkansas WRO, Ratlike and Delgado,showed reporters a letter from Ruth Powell, director of school food services forthe state Education Department, to superintendents operating school-lunch pro-grams." The letter stated that ACORN's application forms were satisfactory foruse in applying for free school lunches.
"Even though the regniations have not been finalized, this form would appearto be entirely consistent with congressional intent with respect both to statutorylanguage and the regulations prcmulgated by the Department of Agriculture,"the letter stated.
-The proposed self-certification form provides _ all information necessaryunder Section 9 of P.E. (Public Law) 91-248, and is intended to be cuuclusiveproof of the child's eligibility for a free lunch," it continued."Although the law does not go into effect until Jan. 1, 1971, school districts areencouraged, to use this self-certification form immediately and receive federalreimbursement," the letter stated.
Delgado said that although the law did not officially go into effect until Jan.1. the money already had been appropriated and was available for use by theschool districts.
The group issued a prepared statement which stated that the national SchoolLunch Act provides that school districts can be reimbursed up to 100 per cent ofthe price of a lunch. Ninth 70 cents being the maximum price per meal allowed."The school district must provide the children of all parents who turn in aschool-lunch certification forfn with a free school lunch, nnless (sic) such timethat the school district can prove by a fair hearing that the child is not eligible."the statement said.
According to the statement; all persons with Incomes *f less than $4,000 a yearwere eligible for free school lunches for:their children;
Herman Davenport of Pine Bluff; a, representative of a group called roodAction and Research, told the group that the ACORN"firm was "arranged so theschool officials don't have to pry into a family's personal business.","When it conies to what yon dn on ,ynur ;Saturday-nights"and all, that's yourbusiness," Davenport said-

INcoNetpTxmar Crtt,
In a news release,. the-organization cited-this alleged instance of inconsistencyin the School.-Districtiprogram of provding free "or 'i=educed- price lunches"Mrs. Nina Aldridge of Silver City Community Organization ia'an p.xample orthe hit and miss attitude cif thnNorth- Little Rock School District: She- has fourchildren in school. atthepresenttime: One child is receiving a 'free'school lunch.Thre& a - not.-:=This _represent& ai direct; violation of Title 7 See.: 2453' (a ), 'Codeof Federal Regulations i it
"The child that is receiving a free lunch is forced to use, sPeeial tokens ,topurchase,,,the-lunch,,,in- direct f vielation of aule17;=fsee:-. 245:8;J"Code of' 'FederalRegulations. Mr&--_Sue- Sirsey,r, who also livea iri .Silver' Oitr.Courts, haS 'a child'attending the sardeachoolras:Mrs.:Aldridge'SchNd.
"Mrs. Aldridge's child is receiving a free school luneli;'Mr&, Kirsey's is not.Yesterday, Mrs. Aldridge's son got an application form for free school lunches,
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Mrs. Kirsey's did not. Both families are on weLfare. Certainly, with respect to
congressionnl intent, at least families on welfare should qualify for a free school
lunch, as well as all low income children in North Little Rock."

The Silver City group was the second to take a bus to Miller's office to discuss
school lunches. Tly first, from Shorter College Gardens, met with him on August
27.This week, a third group of residents, from the Eastgate and Hemlock Courts
public housing projects, took a bus to the School District office to talk about the
lunch policy. Miller accepted lunch applications from the group.

School officials said they had tried tc get further information about the new
school lunch law from the State Education Department and other sources with-
out snceess.Miller said that until the district heard something definite it would do the
b st It could.

DISTRICT VIOLATING Eu Nen Law, GROUP SAYS

This "fact sheet," prepared by Arkansas Community Orgauizations for Reform
Now was presented by National Welfare Rights Organization members to the
School District last week :

1. The amendments to the National School Lunch Law (P.L. 91-248), signed
by the President May 14, 1970, provide a free or reduced price lunch to every
low income child in the countrY.

2. President Nixon has pledged that all low income children in the nation
shall have a free or reduced price lunch by Thanksgiving, 1970.

3. Miss Ruth Powell, State School Lunt.h Director, in a letter dated August
11, 1970, to all school districts in Arkansas, recommended set forth the new
USDA minimum standards for school lunches and suggested schools begin to use
these standards in September-"4. These guidelines provide a free or reduced prIce lunch to every child from
a family of four earning less than $3,720 a year-

"5. Miss Ruth Powell, in a letter dated August 20, 1970, to all school districts
participating in the National Scheol Lunch Program, recommended adoption of
a self-certification form developed by ACORN and based on the minimum stand-
ards prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture.

0, The Agricultural Appropriations Act of 1971 (HR 17923) authorisea ad-
ministration of the National School Lunch Program at a reimbursement rate in
excess of the amount reqUested by the bill, thus assuring -USDA that the program
should be administered as if the appropriations bills had aLready passed.

7. The federal regulations established a reimhursernent rate to schools for
free and redneed Price lunches of up, to 100 per ,cent of the cost of the lunch UP

-S. The new . iegtilatiiins reqUire that mininiura eligibility standards be estab-
lished in accordance with Title 7, Sec, 245, Code Of Federal Regulation's. Manda-
tory standards go into effect January 1, 1071., Interim standards must be sub-
mitted by October."9: 'Every scheol district must distribute to all parents "of school children:
(a) The 'eligibility' standards ; (5) How to make application ; rind (c) How to
appeal a decision with regard to the application.

10, The law specifically states :that poor ehildren, as a eondition for receiving
a free or redtieed: price' lunch,: eannot tie"Made to : (a ) 'Work for their meals ;
(b) Eat at .ti,different tiMe'er at a separate place (e): Eat 'a different-Meal ; or
(d)"Use''epiecial tickets or"tokens: that are different from what other children
use."North Little Rock has not :

1. Established minimum standards ateligibility.
2. Distributed the neeeSsary information to parents.

-3, Set up an invedfs prodednre aPorbired bY the State.
4. Distributed application Lot-rasp,all,parents,
5. Acknowledged that the regulations are effective immediately and binding

upon= them` by publication in the Federal ,Register. -

Treated _low income children! with 'dignity--dr respect: -
Tried; twsav'e -the,tatpaYers,efINerth .Little;!Rockr a cent by applying foe

the higher reimburseinent rate-new available
,11r2vietv Of the- new) regulations to. the-National Seidel 'Lunch: Aet there = is no ,

reason for a school district not to give a free school lunch to every low income



vhild other th n the fact that the sdhol district 4as deliberately d with malicedee2ded not to comply-with the law, oven when faced by hungry children.-Furthermore. money from Title-I is.presently being used .for school luncheS-without exhausting avallable,funds-ftem the National School Lunch Act. Thesesame funds ,should be used, for schooL,bookstransportation, and clothing. Thisis clearly a violation of the 7ntent of Congress and the regulations of the Titleprogram.-

ikreiii the Arkaiiiies'pethearet Sept . "1 , 1p70]
. CAN USE LinTen. 1 AZT

School districts may participate now in the National School Lunch ['Ingramand roceive reinibursemeat for free or redneed price lunches served to needychildren but the districts are not required to participate until Jan. 1, an assist-ant secretary of agriculture said today.Richard E. Lyng .of Washington, interviewed by telepbone,said the bills au-thorizing reimbursement for free and reduced-price lunches have been approvedby the House and Senate.. Elowever,,he said, the Senate bill contains a provisionfor appropriating an -additional $217 million for the school lunch program thatis not included in the House bill.Lyng said that until theLtwo houses.of Congress eliminate -the differences be-tween the two bills, the federal Agriculture Departiment is operating the schoollunch program under a joint resolution authorizing early -implementation of theproKrarn.

Ile said:the US/5A ineved "AS qiiieklY.`as We.possibly-coUld' to get our xegnia-tions out be[ore school star101 'sp that 'ehOol., tlifie,.'*...tiil.ted ;t9-.CQuld go .ehead',(and partiCipatein the pregrarrij'."" '-'-- `.' - -"''' ' ' ''""We _have encouraged the states to .ge ahead and as.anieklY AS' pOiithitile to gearup On thiS," LYng Said: "IkfatiY "StafeS are,going- ahead. On -thi(t basIS;'_'-Arkansas goramenitY, ,Q1-7ganizatf.Oria- rev' Aeletkil 'Nb*°--C-A''COVN.; 'Stated in a'"faet sheet.' /Sailed todaY- that the, Upsp.iY. regulations--estahlk:ii a _reimburse-
,ineit rate tO schools for 'fied'and'reduced;rrke'llurictieS' 'of,Utz to:,4.-00.,-ner gent ofthe 'ciiht' Of 'the AuriCh 'ith' id '00 ' een.6.7.'_ ':''. '''' -:- ':' ."1 tiott't think We,pay . that w.ueti;," ' LYng 'Said; '"I'M'' hot 'Ore .of that.-'Ac Q m:.T'aTE46 nitideuhife a plerhorandinn 'tti;n0;uperiiii,041;000.kipefating School,hnich prOgraiiW V)* l'q S. "-Rtiti'Vet;F:011,1'dtecter op octioN fdod'eerviees Or the,;state Edneation'riepar eiif! . --",' "'-..' -_ '" ' ' ' 'r ! ".'-:'''' . . '''.',-. ,' ,-;'_ -.:The Xtlernoiiindilta -eitAt ictiedt.'"6.-riiiiciiiiaoi3:ati*OiltibAitt_rsai'oot tiiiiehA&ii- - - d'll X' -'it'i'-' 1 ' '' ligibl t duse fauilly-Ineothe' leYela.aS Fni e nes or e erin ning,e. 1. i_37, .4n requirethat 'StiPerintendentg' tenort' to' the stiitu Pdiz'Ciiiion DePartinent 'bk Cie-L.1, ,',the;number of child/TR in..yenr. school district who aceeligihle, fOr..freo, or 'reduced-nrlee ThOeheSs.igOrig with oia:iiiiiiibe'ie641.4ii.nk `ftee Or rednedd-`pri9d lunches.-hi, ,.(i .,..-,!;![. ;-.f,:r.,11!.11.: giii.,-)h:i-Amte.,-i- ,fivb-owyulT. ;-.,,,,

!_,;",Silice,]poRt,a4m4lisqa.pRp like to beg41 Oft school year iwitn the regulationswhielithey ext*t ea,ii.se thrpughoutithe school, year,it JR19trenglY:xecetrunended.that tIll'a fanallY 'el.-e incoine leliels4,;(0.-4,0;orpA ,sclAcipi opens.This also insures,:llixte42t13N?uAh C1191q:139,0 4T4A 4t) i 11 PrWlf#0.!:/. .,..4 ; fr ,t i I "5: ,.-",i f,' ''' ""71:1e.-'xna4L.PF:alitEiuni-,c0AtipAiPd.....; ,'Yit0..G#ny.lt,t`.01,,y,04_ At, pilk.ome,;7;5;,:hat the- rate:,_,retnitnikeemest .-#4.1.1.he Tor, the, xext ;school yeax ;,:ho,W.01-7erall. ,indieations, ae ,t---i3O.e.W4.11.he ahle;;to, bey- a ih.fghex rate *hOzt.,-that.,pa,id .during the last:school-..
2 -, - . , , ,Ye,

(From the eAt.'
TMPraS

(By,"Frerbi:wilght)
.)111Tempers flared and a fist tight

Altneattbroke-out-abent.noonitoday-qwhertimembers of Arkansas Community -iOrgardeationer fort "gamma wow ,,(Accorm) ebn-fikonte0(ictiAcjale.at Abe adrainistrationclofficersloNprthliZittle 'Hoek - schoelS. .7AboUt 80 Wegro mothers, and someitoZettkeir -.children Arrived 'at fthe Adminis4:tratiOn-oftleein. tviei ichartered ihuseso /The I women i were re1dez.ts of Eaktgate-"To; .1:211at f -. si,

i
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Terrace and Hemlock CourtS, tWe publi&honsing. projects: They were accom-
panied by Gary Delgado and Wade. Ratlike,' 'ACORN reprekentativeS.

"
MET XEY MILLER

The group Med in Vie administration board room *here they were met by
George Miller, North Little Rock schbol anperintendent. Miller; preelaiMing
that he had "heard it all before," collected free school lunch application forms
from the mothers. The forms were eontained in small' brown paper bags that had
been inscribed with the words, reed Our Cidldreit."

Miller tried to dismiss the groan with, "Thank you for coming " and left the
room. Miller reappeared to tell them they could stay all day if tliey wantr 11 to,
but be didn't have time to listen to their arguments.

The womeh, at the urging of the ACORN representatives, ne:xt filed into the
lobby of the building and demanded that an emergency meeting of the North
Little Rock School Board be called.

Nemec REQUIRED
They were told that they would have to give the board two weeks rittennotice to be put on the agenda. The women, again at the prompting of the

ACORN representatives, asked for a list of the school board members.
Miller was leaving to get the list when a Negro woman told him to hurry up

and get the list "right now."
He wheeled around and told her :
"If you're going to order me around youli have to get it with a court order."

The women restrained Delgado and Miller beckoned for him to "come on."
A few minutes later Delgado was invited to step outside and settle this," byDoyle Crownover, assistant superintendent for administration. Crownover ac-

cused Delgado of calling him a liar at an earlier public meeting.
Delgado and Ratlike argued that the school district is required by recently-

passed federal legislation to provide all eligible children with free school lunches.
The school officials replied that they do net yet have the funds nor have they
had directives from Washington to iniplement additional free lunch programs .

in'ront the Arkansas Democrat, Sept, 50, 1970i
EIGHTY RESIDENTS DEMAND Faze riuneausTnEV CHAnGE /CON-PAYING

Cnron7e7,4 GET DiFyznEwr TREATMENT
About SO residents of the Granite Monntain. Highland Courts and East Little

Rock 'areas= rode.three chartered inisesf to the 'Little Rock Scheol District Offices
at Markham and Izard Streets today-to- demand 'that'federal guidelines i!Or free
lunches for their children to institute immediately.- -

171 a meeting 3Virith Dr Paul B. Fair, :deputY, Superintendent, and FloydLangston assistant stinerintendent 1=tosie Washington,chairman of thb East End 'Chapter- of theWelfare Righte Organization, charged
that poor children on the district'S freetuncb ic.i.ogkaiii Were being treated differ-
ently,from ether Children.- ; ,

With Mrs:: WAShingtoir aiii'spokedridert,feir- the 'gretinq'Were:Mrs: Darhata
Hatapton,' Chairriian',Of 'the' Granite-Monntain''WRO Chanter, and-Mra: RoSetta
Lewis, co-chairman of the .Highland Courts chapter_

The residents were- aCeoninitnied" bY 'Gary TrelgadO 'and `Wade Rathke organi-
zers for _the . Arkansas Community,Organizations for Reform 'Now.--Tielgade is
also im . organizer :for-. the: National t Welfare-Rights Organization4, and both- ,men
have- 'organized, iviSits .of: other community, t ibaridents to thn North;'Little Modk
School-District Offices:1,r

Delgado said the chattered ouees were=f7aiditoF bY-the Childrefeei B'toundrition,
which ihe said meg a natiOnal"Tounda Eton headquarte7s in WashingtoMi The' resi-
dent% mostly women, carried empty paper bags on which had--been-Writtenofree_ititehm, ; _f .1,

ltMrs Washington said ;the,,group ,hadeconie;tito .3 see ithat;,all,poor people- aregiven freeIunches,J Thdr6 are.'aLlot-rtifiChildreif in the sathe 'hOnsehold; landonly part oV theni,are -getting-free lunches.
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She also charged that many children in the Little Rock School district who

are receiving free lunches are made to eat out of separate colored plates, given
special tokens, and are made to stand in separate lines.

A white woman who refused to identify herself charged that this practice was
going on at Horace Mann High School and Booker Junior High School.

Jethro Hill, principal at Booker Junior High Scheel, and Edwin Hawkins,
principal at Horace Mann High School, say children receiving free lunches are
not distinguislmble from those paying for their lunches.

When asked if thoeJe receiving free lunches used a different lunch token, stood
in a separate line, used a different colored plate, or were singled out in any way,
the principals answered with emphatic no's.

Hill explained that paying customers place orders for lunch tickets in the
office during the morning. During the home room period, lunch tickets are passed
out to both free and paying lunchroom cuStomers. "No one can tell," said Hill,

At Mann, students pay for their lunches as they enter the cafeteria. Hawkins
says the lunchroom supervisor knows who the students are getting free lunches
and let them pass. A tabulation Is kept in the lunch room on the number of free
lunches served, and student's names are checked off as they enter.

"We try our best not to emphasize them," said Hawkins. He said the school
had some problems last year with a Neighborhood Youth Corp worker, who
would collar students receiving free lunches and ask "you got a ticket."

Fair told the residents that althongh- legislation for a new free lunch program
has been approved by Congress, allocations of funds have not been Education
Departroent guidelines for administering the funds had not yet been received.

Jay Lipner, a Legal Aid Bureau attorney who also accompaniee the group,
acknowledged that money had not yet been made available but argued that the
district would be reimbursed for the additional lunches, and theraore should
begin the program immediately.

Fair replied "we have had expc.-,-ience with these kinds of bills before." He
said the district had faced a, "similar situation when it began its Neighborhood
Youth Program.

-We can't do anything until the state tells us how much money we hove." Fair
said.

[From the Arkansas 0 Sept. 28, 19701
AT LEAST A 2-WEEK WAIT ON ET_TI.Cn GUIDELINES EXPECTED, OFFICIALS TOLD

It will be at least two weeks before the release of federal guidelines for ad-
ministering the new free school lunch program, North Little Rock school officials
learned Thursday.Andrew C. Power, assistant superintendent for education projects of the
North Little Rock District, and, Doyle Crownover, assistant superintendent for
administration, learned this when they met with Miss Ruth Powell, state direc-
tor for the school lunch program.

Power and Crownover wanted clarification ef the administrative guidelines
for the revised program, which goes into effect nationally January 1.

Miss Powell said that the United States Agriculture Department which funds
the program, was stilt working on thd guidelines.

Interpretation of the existing guidelines has varied between sehool officials
and:at least four neighborhood citizens groups, who haVe visited the school ad-
ministrative,offices seeking iminediate.implementation of the expanded program.

_ BOARD WAITING FOR FUNDS, OTIIDELINES
The _School Board,. on the advice .of. Superintendent George E. Miller, has

declined-to adopt the expanded school lunch program-until it has the feder;i1 sup-
plemental- funds -and:guidelines: The .resici.zuts have, argued that the District
would be reimbursed for expenditures if it adoPted the program now instead of
waiting until January 1 .when. the, District will be .required to adopt it .

Meanwhile,-, the-District. continues to offer the free lunch,.program. under the
old guidelines.:.:

In an interview Friday, Miss Powell Said that she could not "blame" school
boards; for not, adopting-.the. revised:prOgram without _the-new -guidelines or the
assurance- of funds. Asked if :thd,Vistricts:mould be,reimbursed -for _the free
lunches if they began now, she replied, "They will 1 reimbursed until the money
runs out."
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MISS POWELL MEETS WITII USDA OFrICIALS
Miss Powell met earlier in the week in Dallas with USDA officials fromWashington.
The guidelines will explain administrative details, procedures to enroll chil-dren, an appeal procedure for the program have been approved by both the Sen-ate and the House of Representatives, but a conference committee has yet todecide on the exact amount that will be released. Miss Powell said last year'sprogram was not funded until January, but it also reimbursed schools back tothe beginning of the school year.
She said the new guidelines were necessary because of the various interpre-tions of the law. She said the federal lawyers a ad the lawyers of poverty ac-tion groups apparently disagree on the law. Since the National School LunchProgram is audited by the Office Of Inspector General, we have to go by whattheir lawyers say," she said.
In North Little Rock, residents have been organized under the Arkansas Com-munity Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN). ACORN's organizers, Gai.yDelgado and Wade Rathke have argueci that the Board should begin the prograinimmediately.

[From the Arkansas Gazette, Oct. 8, 19701
NORTH LITTLE Rolex : LUNCHES WITHHELD SUIT CONTENDS

A suit was tiled Wednesday in federal District Court contending that theNorth Little Rock School District is not providing free lunches to some poorchildren who are eligible for them under the School District's eligibilityrequirements.
The plaintiffs are the Arkansas Community Organization for Reform Now(ACORN) and the parents of eight school children. The suit was filed as a classnetion in behalf of all peor school children in the district.
The suit alleged that all eight children came from families whose income waslow enough to qualify for free lunches under thc School District guidelines. Itsaid that seven had applied for free lunches but had been turned down and thatthe mother of the eighth had never been notified by the School District of theright to apply for free lunches.
Superintendent George Miller said he would investigate the complaints. "Asfar as I know we have been applying our regulatiens equitably," Miller said.The suit alleged that the School Dlistrict used different criteria tc determineeligibility for junior and senior high school student's, hat Miller said the criterias the same for them as fcir elementary studenta.'
Miller is named as a 'defendant in the suit along with the 'School "Goard andMiss Josephine McGill, director of -food services 'far. the' School District.The parents who filed the suit are Mrs. Shirley Ann Martin, on behalf of fourchildren attendLug Lincoln Elementary School Mr& Juanita Rainey, on behalfof a grandaon; Danny Broyts, ir student at jedersion 13EiVia Jrunior High School ;Mrs. Mozella Rollins, on behalf of Es.' son:* Andre*: Rollins; a' stlident at ,NerthLittle Rock High-Schoor;'IMi.&. Johnnie Mae .CitiduP,' on hehalf of a 'son, LarryCrudup, a student at RoSe CRY Innior High gelicial, andIars: Lessie Mae'Everett,

on behalf of a: son, Antluity 153-Vidnek,'a student-fit Lincolii tlementacy SC11001,
Mrs.'Martifi, Rainey,, Mr& Ratans and'Mrs. OrtidUP ail alleged that theirfamily incomes were' lotv enough to' Meet' the-Sehool Disitriet's eligibility require-ments for the free lunch program. Eligibility varies according to the size of thefamily. -
Mrs. Martin alleged that the School District had refused to provide 'freelunches for all four of her children. Mrs. Rainey, Mrs. Rollins and Mrs. Cradupsaid that the children, for whom they 'bratight the nit7, had -been df med freelunches, but that elementary school children in their fainilies were receivingthem. _
Mrs. Everett alleged that her child was eligible, but said that she had neverreceived any information from the school District about tue free lunch:Program

and had_ not_ applied. She -said :her!oilly information about free lunches camefrom ACORN. , ,

'HThe 'plaintiffS'a` 'd the court to Schaal' officials. _to 'Orb-Vide free lunches to all fiChool- children ivho qualify under the: District'sregulation&
>c.-
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FREE ,LUNeuEs, unixo PROlaDED
The School Distiict is previding 1,424 free lunehes 'Out of in enroilement of12.000.
The plaintiffs also tisked the coUrt to order the :defendants to send noticesabout the free lunch program .and application forms to the parents of all schoolchildren in the Distriet.
Miller said this ,vas being done thia week in compliance with a neW federallaw that takes effect January 1. He said the law required school officials to sendnotices of the free lunch program and application forms to all parents and toaccept the informatien the parents certify . on the form about their income. Underthe old 111.W, school officials ,could innestigate to determine if the parents hadlisted their correct inecane, Miller said.
The plaintiffs also asked that principals not be allowed to sit on the panelswilich hear appeals from denials of free lunch, eligibility. The principals makethe initial determination of eligibility, so It is unfair that they also sit onthe, panel which reviews the, case, the plaintiffs alleged.Miller Said the School District wAS still waiting on guidelines from thefederal Agriculture Department on implementing the new law. He said hedidn't know what the guidelines would pravide about who can sit on theappeal panels.
The appeals are now heard by a panel composed of the principal, the schoolsocial worker and the Children's [teachers, the suit said.The plaintiffs are represented by Jay C. Lipner of the Pulaski County LegalAid Bureau. Ronald P.. Pollack of the Center on Social Welfare Polley andLaw of New York. and Philip E. Kaplan, a Little Rock lawyer who handlesninny civil rights cases.

[Frorn the firkRmaLs Gazette, Oct. 1 TO]
. ADULTS. SEEN Moak MET.- TOR -LUNCHES

exwE Bz-_3-TE.Twerity-nine adults representing .the Welfare Rights Organiza-tion met witla officials of the Viiie laiiiff School District Friday morning to seekinereased aid fcir the free lunch program.
Herman Davenport, a representative of WRO, said. 50 petitions were beingpresented to -the schOtil admiulStration to ask for additions,' aid under Title Ifederal funds. The proteat Was Centered. on requests for, mare specific additionsto welfare clients Children in the school lunch program. ,The group arrived- by chartered bus .and inet with School, offlehtls for 20minutes- They left quietly., C. B. Garrison, soperintenderit of the _Pine BluffSehool District and arholl ,Davia,- a Negro adMinistrator for Title I Zundsi wetwith the WRO:represeutatives fGarrison . told the gioup i.iiai. every!hpngry child was being fed under the,freeiiineb,.nrograM, and- urged -that- any x-etitieSt for inyeetigation 'fer further . aidshould.be submitted in-vrriting to school Officials.'
riaris told the groiiii that 'ride- I funds covered dental medical aid anti cloth-ing; plus participation. hi the RtAtc's,sehoollunch,pregram and, ally- requeDL ,fOr

,theSe:field4i*on14-,4t1 --takOrt., Ott? ebniSideratiort,,joaMediately. Daveuporesnnounced.that,ri tebresefitati-v.-4ipt :the. yal.9-17niuld incet.l'oesday night with the33-9,21.i*gt the
..;.

TO poloo. Board .."0 Lt'Address- "
-1 Arlianses 7+`,`

,79+711111I+3 ;+'++,Sehool District .
4:

,eptoot pipara.! izfrey,! t r I
'Elf+ ,r! IT17 1.7TE 4111'0111

AglaPelar#Pti( glet, -*Ake0.4i51e1.e ifee--Uf-the-,reinabursementaairailarde inider the .11e.w.filherhline4te,t0,theNational Sehool liUhch Law (P.L. -91=248:federal Eitattite 42 U.S.C. 1198 .anc1,ferl-eral regulations_ Title 7, See. 210.8 (ode of Federal Regulations) which shOuld
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provide my children and all low income children in tne district with free lunches.

I further request that the Title 1-8910 funds not be spent on school lunches.
My reasons for this request are the following

1. Title I is a valuable though limited program. These ftinds could be better
spent on n9eded books, clothing, and transportation for my children.

2. I feel that the free school lunches are an expense that can and should be
met by the National School Lunch Act, not Title I.

3. Since the School District Is now spending Title I funds for school lunches
when there is another, more suitable, federal prograta with recommended guide-
lines for that specific purpoke, our district .mins the real clangur of being cut off
from Title I funding. A federal audit could find the district misusing federal
funds.

Thank you for your consideration.
Name
Address
City or Town, ; Arkansas

Local Group :
Arkansas Community Organizations for Reform No w (ACORN)
Box 695
Little flock, Arkansa- 72203

Senator McGovEurq. Mr. Thorns ?
Mr. Thom& Thank you Senator McGovern.
The testimony which fchlows may differ somewhat from that of

previous speakers, in that I will speak about a community that has
no school-lunch program.

I am an attorney employed by Rhode Island legal services. My
reason for coming today is to describe the efforts made by a group
of people in one community, the city of Central Falls, to establish
a school-lunch program.

Over the course of 5 months earlier this year, the issue was focused
upon and a great deal of effort was expended in 'organization and
action to find a solution for the problem.

I believe ,the history of this c,ampaign will demonstrate the interest
in schoollunches felt by signifiCant numbers of peeple in a city with
no program at all.

There Wik firat'be a',brief desOiption,of tlie city' itself, folloWed
by an outline of the structure 'and operation of the school-lunch
prcgram throughout-the State. Lastly I' will try to' portray specific
efforts ,made ,this yea1 tO ",inatitute,6,' prograii-efforts not yet:suc-
cessful, but definitely''Pot' abandoned:

Central''Ffilia ia3iiith "of '89- 'and' town's' in 'Rhode 'lt
MIS '18,000f'people, Orrialpereent 'of 'the "State's Tpopulqiion: 'The ,cityt'S

opillation is '5,500 less 'tian 1t wae in 1980; 'althesigli' the State
cfrown by 150,000, to about 950,000. In the 1970 census -the
on& cif four to los& pOinilatibn 'Sie& -196 .

" Twelve 'percent VoPfilationirebeiveg seine-,'"Orni 'of Public
assistance In T.Tuly'1989, CentriilpFois-ihad-4,Itietethit of the Stitt6'6
*1-Tic:bEiselead!-- :1)- " 1'

The"O"ity ;is jilatf over'.1' Squalre-iialle'in size: Its 'land" is
veloped. But the development .is very old. Onli!':1:8''15tereent of the
housing'' tinits _Were' built tifter'`I950.`

Soine' 'brief 1966 deliSUS fignieS
Owper-occupied clwellings are 25 peileizint:.F-TA'e' e"S" average

-

1 vi

.1r) Z,
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Housing units -*with central heat----35 percent. The State's averan-is 71 percent.
-Medium family in.come$4,875. The State's average is $5,590.'he number of families below 83,000 in family income-20 pc,rcent.The State's average is 16.7.
In 1968 there were '800 vacant apartments in the city; but a greatpercentage of these were in uninhabitable condition.
The major etconomic problem of the city is that governmental andeducational costh have increased, while the tax baselms not expandedand -will not expand without imaginative and costly new ideas,which have not materialized.
Te city m ade a request t mo the State governent thih s year for a200.0t)0 loan. 'This kind of request was unheard of, but its uniqtmnessdid not persuade governor Licht to grant it.The following is Et brief description of Central Fall's educationalsysfein
There are seven public. and six parochial schools. The total studentpopulation is 4,500, or 25 -percent of all Rhode Island students. Thep,re-pupil expenditure in. Central Falls is $402 for all schools. TheState's average is
'rim. State govermnent's educational reimbursement level is themaxiinurn for the city. This is the only city in the State with themaximmn level of reimbursement, for general 'educational expensesfor the entir eity.
17 percent of persons over 25 have completed high school. TheState s average is 35 percent.
There is no school-lunch program in the city, and no school IIELSfacilities for cooking:or

*Here is a brief description of tim State's organization of the school-lunch program. Perhaps Rhode Ultima is unique in that the Statedepartment of education is, heavilY involved in the school-lunch pro-gi-aln. For most programs in the State, the cost and control ofadministrative- and.kitchen, persormel, storing, processing, and traim-porttition of the.food. are all in the hands of the State. These expendi-tures, pins student p4yjnents for lunches, inake:s-jip the non-Federalshare`of the operations pf the,schoPl-hinch-program.
The State involvement proViele 'consistency of quality, althoughnot necessarly o f policy., ,Statistically,, in 29 . oommuniti2s . there areOnly 'Siate-Sponsored1PrograMS 14 -five communities :there are onlyl9callys,9perated,'prograrris.,And itifour .ot4ers .there are both ,indsof OperatiOns.
Every publie high sehool in'the State, except that of Central Falls,hassa,lunch, programl Thirtylsiks'01-,38, ji

cr Mior-high Schools haye pro-rarr (Tie. )4af 2cW elernentary sell:661S' serV-e limchesIn 1968-69, the State-Sponsored-Pio-grams provided. 65 percent ofal1 lunches served thq -etpte. iLocally-operated, procrrams :providedtti. other 35 percent:ilci ;
''In th'6- -1067-168-School year, 16,6. ichopis, vOre the State school-lunch program, Providing 528,000, gree,-;01,* rpduced7price .1unehes outof As totA1 of- 4,699,0001Sertfed,,,,, t',;rri" 1669-70, 189 sdhoOlS -participated in. the 'State-sponsored pro-gram, and in these schools 1,660,000 free or reduced-price lunehesout of 6,400,000 were served.
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Thus, in 2 years there was a 300-percent increase in. free and
redueed-price hmches, while the total number of lunches served
increased. by 50 percent:

I will now describe, in abbreviated form, the events that took pface
in Central Falls in the effort to get a school-lunch prouram. started.

Last 'fall, the present school committee. was .elected7 One of the
significant issues on which several school-board members ran was
the initiation of a school-lunch proo-ram. Those persons who sup-
ported such a progyam were elected. Irhat. is where the battle began,
for many people in Central Falls, mainly parents, requested the
school commiUee for a commitment dming the winter of 1939-70.

The Catholic Inter-City Center, of the Diocese of Providence,
established a branch office in Central Falls. It was a, project called
HOPE, which focused on several issues facing poor persons in the
city. The most important issue quickly became school lunches.

I will recount briefly the series of meetings that were held in the
winter of this year: _

On February 12, a. small group ,met with the State school-lunch
supervisor, Mrs. Maureen O'Comm11, who expressed surprise that
the high school -that was supposedly. . being built in Central Falls
had not yet -gotten off the drawing. board. This school will have
school-lunch facilities, but its-completion ,;ould be several years away.
Mrs. O'Connell indicated' that the state: had been and= still was very
interested in seeing Central Falls have a program. She provided the
people who came frorri. Project HOFF With .facts _and figures and
an outline of a lunch prograM.- _

On February 18, -100 .parents met vvith other; officials from the
state school-lunch office. Agaiuthe prograiri waS.describeci, and much
interest was generated from the Meeting.

On February 20, another group went back , to the State
lord-lunch office with ..more, question's, and received..more detailed

information.-
On the' .24th of- February,- 100 -Rarents' met = with, the school com-

mittee' and State school4unch- officials.. The, meeting produced much
delmite concerning- the-need- for and, cost of- a program;- parents .'were
on both sides of the issue..I.The ,schotil-conarnittee was very.-reserved
hi expressing concrete views,F-i- f

-Es-sentially;=-thef Schobt-limch- issue was 'dodged by' the cominittee.
!The members lyver6 a-61.u_etant, I to, z consider, specific; tpropoSals.-,-

During the next few weeks; .ia,,,greatildeal -of rwork---Was-4.done- by
Anembers the::rathersilargei grouP interested-7.;_in ilSchopb' =lunches.
Efforts were inacle cto7caritacti SenatorI,Xlielt, who? was iinteresteil ;And
helpftit Senator -Paotoye wens- alsci_ kept infOYmed.-..= r

STpeeific appropriation figures 'WereJiiiongl-ktRtof the,
Mittee, Which continually hedged on the propomlsf On .11/.4itch'i22d
a. :ineetingYlittendedi bY 120-persons- heard' progress ieport and
4-iscussed ithei?luestion whether an, applicatiO i7oraalve,i oity-Aci) the
StatPliWa4-, an, irreyocable-:cOrinnit,nientc,iwhi chi: had heeni an issue] with.

,the committee..A clear! x3onsensus .1WaA.3That it -,Woühl9noti fbei.1
Thet,StatelpfaciAls,,,ini the,jrnemtimeitOOk:

41, -Qt, their Eit4V111..40AT.,6 (0-1.1t5r !Vt's estatilish A A program, Th6re 'were iihree
additional large meetings. On' A-pril 6th, at a erorv,dsxl, 1-$pirited
school committee meeting, Gerard Broussean, tile chairnian reported
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on e committee's effort to establish the cost of a prooram. The
report stated that the city itself would have to 'contrib&e several
thousands of dollars, which were not available, in order to start a
program. The supporters of school lunches vigorously contested the
committee's facts, assumptions, and conclusions, without success.A vote to tabl the school lunch question for , this year passed
unanimously.

On May 4, the school conmiittee met, and considered new pro-
posals briefly. Through the efforts of Senator Pell, the office of
Economic Oppoitunity offered Central Falls $5,000 to start a break-
fast program for the balance of the year. It was refused.

.A_nother offer, based on OED proposals, of $20,000 to start a
sehool-lunch progrArn was also refused by the committee.

This was perhaps the first time in the history .of the State that
money without strings attached was completely rejected; the refusal
was ironic in view of the clearly established interest and. need.

At the end of the school yea, an extraordinary and contested
campaign had resulted in little concrete success aside from the
int angible benefits of citizens having organized to confront the
system. Several individuals and project hope staff people came to
Rhode Island legal services in late Alay seeking a legal sohition.
lip to this poMt, we have negotiated with the School Lunch Office
of the State Department of Education, and have reached an impasse.
The I)epartment will 'not t take affirmative steps to establish a pro-
grem in the only community in the State without one.

'rhe legal issue at present is whether or not tbe State's involve-
ment in virtually every other community compels it to take affirma-
tive action in:Central Falls, despite the reluctance of the financially
overburdened city itself to apply for a. program. _

We are presently discussing with our clients the advisability of
izetrederal Court. Whatever 'results from-legal action, if

it is taken, will not solve the greater problem of carefully ensuring
that federal fOod programs- are-fairly tadministered 'and =fully 'funded.
It- is to be ,thoped Ithatc thiS committee Neill continue to operate as

fortifit for_ itonthruedatiengthenine- of snch programs.
'Thank you for,the=opportunity!t:b6.ihere.=- ;
Senator McGovrer. Thank you, Mr. Thorns.'

et 'Mr. EnquaclitiVe yon Observed that considerable confUsion ahout
the new,gehoolLlunehi-xegulaiiians °among loen.1.ofhlcials = Fig t to when
they think thck-are to gcrlintoeffeet ';- te tit' 1

Mr.. IFO-emiv-7-=Mtistl-of= diatt-1-; have') had ; 'Contact) viithi seem to
bhinibthey-doil'uhayorto go ifitoieffecetintilffamiaryitf

Senator McGovErix.' Till& ; n; general 'imprestion Ithat ..Tanuary
llisewhe-/Pthvf=bebbhikt Applicable:1

WilnA 1,17,1 'f 'frf "l!e :Til
T1,1SettatileINTOGOVARNT.j sehocillturieli applieation) tforni Ithat.
r4ad7r.td?.;11fissi Martin :thigfein!orning,) the;redwas))--alItfestiOn. Itherte'ttis
3T-tilv:kneopap .ahouljui. tottiltkieWly)-lineoinelof'thOifittryilsoliAirict that .Ltilifs'
taken fronr)oriel cif itholOoirraie:sfin youle:-State.tt-)1''

ilifohriartionr,vdrat ) ineorne ) tsCale I ti to
mesisyre:,vh.etliei m411106040 a -1-1-6,faigiblisilo* L tfree or
'redneed-p'rice.tlunch? 6-to i_ Jr() fr.47.1-4 c?

r?-iPr''"')1' = -1,}3 rum,
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Mr_ FuQuA. In this particular system where the application form
ca,me from, they do not use an_ income scale. I don't kn.ow how they
determiim it.. That is our basic point of difference with thern----how
do you deterrail3e which children in this sstem you are going to
provide a free or reduced-price lunch to?

Senator McGovEnx. Do most of the' local districts so far as you
know, use the $3,100-inconle scale eAablished by USDA?

Mr. Fr TQUA. I believe most of them are generally using that scale
at this point.

Senator McGovEnr:-. Mrs. Hurley, I was wondering, in connection
with the suggestion you made about really taking extreme action
to the point of a citizen's arrest, were you aware of the story in the
Modesto area that the two previous witnesses referred to, where a
group of citizens ae.mally filed suit against the school board in court
to require that- a free and reduced-price school-lunch program be
operative? They not only filed suit, but :they, won the ease. Were
you aware of that?

Mrs. 1-1-cin,Ey. No, I wasn't aware of that,. And that, is a good thing
to do.

:But when young :kids are hungry and you have to work for tl
court system, it-takes a long time.-..A_ncl. I am not willing to wait, and
my children, aren't. And a hell of a lot of other people' are not
willing to wait_
:-The people in Amerma may be tired of-hearing of the hunger issue,

and ecology is the.thing ,to get, jinto-But I, am not tired ,of it- :And
I. have been hearing Of it a long,time.

,My kids are hungry,- and, other .kids;are.,hungry. Arul as 'far as
I can see, nothing, has been done at the local. level.

Senator McilovEimr. IDo ou see any evidence that, the USDA, the
Department of Agriculture,- is :working ,with :local school, districts
and trying to get these guidelines,implemeifted,? ;

-Mrs. Iltratott. have :seen:, welfare rights group§ in areas in
Massachusetts be, able to get something done.; People by themsely2s,
first-,,of ---all no ::inforniation is given out.. The average:- person on
welfare, or low- income- or they, are laid Off because of the condition
the edonorny fisi in,.right ;now, ,do nob lrcnow;,theyi can, get a free;,or
reduced-,price;lanch,:?

f The informatiOm,is not giveti ont;_it :is lielcV by a few. pcOple: in _

turn let ; the ,peoPle they select have )thosel.freer, lunches iso Abe people.
don?V-Iknow .what Ado. :_,Thei_pnlynthing-_, that; gam be done,49,,,get,
guidelines .or;.tcp get ,ake.:-,itizioliejEsIgixpg sputnik to !have ial-ggp4jaction-,
and, usually it is,iformed.,f;around ;fic
formed ln-,-thiTA znii-eat; ; .;

listr iiI411610-.:W9f:i1300.tP41-41e4t a Jaw siitt beegiiisq jof,InOkbeingpable,--tolgetr.guidelines ;or, anything -and.we,,,. lost thil.
vputi -( ti 9:LC ifli I i 1191

; SellaftPrAg-c°9vER ilDTPWildo;t4g $01406L.qfligi4.101_ _glem.golvi*--xtispondito you and other meinbers of your eonixnunit;RiwLb,en zrpu. _pomp . in, to )
tryito splakilballickiAdvOnPlealy9uBhaly-P1bOOTO,Ali-ia-Attzunipaittee:, p.0
you get .any kind of response?.

IIVREE. All kin& of re.ises respppeget o
the IFT9eqd-ligtk)iyghgre;41Q7e0-ti7949 JP/13,37c4llea_gNufi- t,Jieir criY47-111.11-tid it
coines;rto ther tking-;.-whorell'ive have,30-peopIe going to al-aphOol board.

_

44-
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meeting and say look we are going to talk about school lunches, these
are the regulations, We are supposed to be getting them. Nine times
out of 10 they will walk out or call the police or say Somethim, like
the head of the department in. Chelsea says, "when_ the w'-elfare
department starts teaching the chiklren then we will start feeding
them." They are just not willing to meet with us on. these things.

They know the money is there and they know they are supposed
to do it but in a lot of cases they just don't want te and they just
don't care. It is just too much of a hassle to them.

Senator McGroymniv. Mr. Delgado, you testified about one case, as
I recall, where the Child in tdie family that was eligible for free
lunches but other children in that same family were not. I am not
quite clear how that could happen under the present regulations.

Could you elaborate on that a little more? It wasn't clear to me
just exactly how you thought, that, situation had. eccurred.

Mr. DELG.ADO. _kctually it can't happen legally under the present
regulations.

Senator McGoaig. 1Vhat -was the rationalization for it ?
Mr. DiAi.A.Do. The school officials are required to hand out a form

and eligibility standards and an appeals procedure at the beginning
of every year. But in this particular case they hadn't been handed
out, new children had entered into the school system and- had not
received the free lunch. That is just what happened. It is a situa-
tion in which one of this woman s children was receiving the lunch
and three weren't because:of that type of aprogression.

Senator illcGovEnx. It was very clearly in:violation el the regula,-
tions. There is another point that you made that, I was not quite
clear on. What is -the confusion that :vou '. referred to surromiding
the regulations in regardto the timing in: tne school year when local
officials are suppose d. td prepare 'and distribute applications, what
was the point you were making there?,

Mr. DELomio -In one seetion of the regulations,. I thin_lc it .is section
245.10 of the 'Tegulatian,;school 'districts,- fl re required to, prepare,
(1) eligibility, requirements,-,(2) -set up ,a fair 'hearing procedure, ,
and (8) a school lunch ;form. They, are -required, int that section, to
send 'that infbritiationl but, td the communitsi :ran& publieize -it, in`
newspapers at the beginning of every school year. 'But- in;another
sectiont' of t the -t regulations, (245.12) they lam actually not- required
tdi tforintilattk=thdse- I type: t of ; ,pideednia§ 2 moritla ',after', the
beginning c et the 'Sehodl year. For instanee,:(the"-rekrulatiens Which.
we'rel'-publiSlIddr:ifrithe (Federal RegieterriSepteniber34 ,-stat4 that the!'
sellOOP district ha8 Igte-to-JhaVe 'that -infoiniatiOrr' ready -to seniIt to -the--
State echoerl lunch directcr 2 monthaafter publicaticiVitr the[iFederal
R.egiSter, winch lj the end ot cOefobe-e.r-ThSiefOrtsiiiii, this, tifild span
betweencSepteraber -anilIF-rthel end -.of t obicke*-schisapictisttleigri atgney)
not very-legitimately blit pry have argued that they., aren't_ required' .-
teet"_"Sei'M -rob:IV-that imedruati 4;6 ,Thet Corninuni ty ; ,taitilt=t14 t end Of
Oacib-et child titre IEK/V, t_i tf

cgenAtei.f1R,Govitki,rialiis eisktdatiOxiglitri9ifealllyr arkibi'gitioiter on that ".
lieflo-Tezn tet -171

Iliff.--.y.EVE-6-64-066: 03f the, t74-'t '-ttt veifsk 1-0 ,`-7,Cr_'-,1 TC17,04

1844nalirTaidGb141.insi?!Aithati
- r _apisofix piiieddutOtlititthliSego, 661:0 set up the ',new law ;



2253

is the btu:den of proof or eligibility ; is it on the parent- or the poor
person who is trying to qualify hi§ child or is it, on the school board?
What, is your feeling about the appeals set up in the netv law?

Mr_ DELGADO. The legislation. and accorcling to what have read
on the legislative intent, especially hi section the, burden of proof
was clearly to be on the school district. But in practical application,
if the school district refuses to set up an appeals procedure, the poor
person is then forced to appeal to the school, district. If the poor
peson appeals to the school district, he takes that burden of the appeals
off of the school district just by making the appeal himself, and also
he appeals to the saine people that refused_ hiin the lunch in the first,
place. SO it is sort, of a, double jeopardy situation that a poor person
is laced in.

enator McGovrtx. I would like to ask this question to each one
of the three witnesses here. I think you cart tell there is a growing
5i1nount of frustration on the part, of the members of this committee
about the difficulty that we have in getting these, regulations ftmc-
tioning the way we intended. Now perhaps -. a lot of that fault
belongs on the Congress, I don't know.

-.2%lt, 3n any event do; you think there, needs. t,o be a, continuing
perhaps field hearings from time to time by this or

some other coinzrlittee of the Congress where we go into the corn-
namities from thne to time and turn the public spotlight on the
actual operation of our school lunch program and maybe on the
absence of those programs?

Does that, kind of effort help or does it mean when we go in we
get a little flurry and then it is forgotten after the committee
moves on_

Mr. Fuqua, would you want to comment on that?
Mr. FUQUA. I think most assuredly that would be a step in the

right, direction. Congress proposes laws and regulations, provides
funds, the intent, is always good, I think, and then when it gets
down on the local level you have people who try to circumvent those
laws and regulations through some philosophical difference of their
own, perhaps, or simply because they don't want to comply. I know
before we made contact with the Cluldron's Foundation this summer
we had groped around in the dark for about 3 years trying to find
out, you know, the workings of local school lunch policies; who did
you appeal to; who did you ,go to; what did the law say. We didn't
know anything, hardly, until.- we got their publication of the School
Lunch Bag. I- think every Community certainly Should have access
to that publieation because it is laid out- step _by step how you can

m ipossibly i prove the local school lunch program n your community.
Senator McGovEinc. I have the feeling, if it- had not been the

probing of this committee over the last year and a half, in the
absence of that a lot of these programs Would just be frozen, they
would be_ inoperative entirely or at least limping along on a level
where most of the people that we-intended to assist would be entireTty
outside the Scope of the program.

Miss Hurley.'
Mrs. B[triumy. I think that short of threatening local 'school com-

mittee People With. 'arrest, or other things, . that a Senate committee
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coming in and keeping them honest could be the only thing thatcould prevent what is happening, to keep it from continuing tohappen.
Mr. DELGADO. I think I would prefaee my answer by saying theonly support I got on any efforts in Arkansas has been from thiscominittee through a letter from you, Senator McGovern; and atelegram from Mr. -Cassidy. I think that it -1 be a really im-portant tiling to do in a lot of the country to keep school officials,honest, as Mrs.' lItirley said_ I think 'it is a very important idea,:Mrs_ Htil2L.Eli". Another thing that would be important ib ma3 iea bill similar to the Massachusetts 'bill. '1504,- forcing all schools tohave a school lunch program.- Because -it' is 'bad enough when theyhave one and have to go lhrough hell just to get it but the ones thatdon't have a prograni and cl,c,n't have' school lunches, there is nowhere

Senator MOGovsnm. Thank you very much, we appreciate yOurtestimony, espechilly VOur willinness to 'come back this afternoon.At,want to thank' each one' of you.
The committee, will be adjoui;1160,=

_(Whereupon, at '3 p.M.; thd 'committee was adjourned)
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APPENDIX
ROC KI NOMA M COUNTY DEPARTM EN T OF SOCIAL SERVICES ,

Reidsville, N.C., September 25, 1970.
Hon. CLreroan M. liAnnrx,
Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Washington, D.C.

DElai MR. SECRETARY : As Director of the Rockingham County Department of
Social Services (public wellare agency), I am concerned by the malfunctioning
of the National School Lunch Program within the Eden City School System,
Eden, North Carolina. I am enclosing copies of correspondence originating be=
tween my office, the office of the Superintendent of Eden City Schools, and the
office of the North Carolina State Director of School Food ,Services for the pur-
pose of stating what tne problem is and the attitude of those concerned with the
problem. Also, enclosed is a copy of the Eden City School Lunch Policy and
Application Form.

This matter has been previously brought to the attention of Mr. 1:filbert D.
Rorer, Director, Child Nutrition Division, United States Department of _Agri-
culture by a staff member of the Children's Foundation.

We were heartened by President Nixon's promiNe of school lunches for all
needy children by Thanksgiving 1970, as stated bv his nutrition advisor, Doctor
Jean Mayer. We know your commitment is no leas. We urge you to study the
policy, application form and other conditions applicable to the Eden City School
System's lunch policy. If you flud their policy not in compliance we urge you to
have the lunch program brought up to the standards set bY the Congress and
your department.

Sincerely yours,

BIR. GLENN D. Fuqua,
Diveotor.of. Social Services,
Rockingham County, Reidsville, N.C.

DEAR MR. Fuqu'A : Thanks for your letter of September 8, 1970, exPressing your
concern over the free and reduced priced lundh poncy tin the Eden, City Schools.

The new requirements and regulatiens to Carry oat 'the provisions of" the
amendment to the National - School;Lunch -Act-Public Law 248-91- do_ not go.into
effect:until-January 1, 1971.- Ail school. units:have been advised to 'continue to
nee their--free_ and:=eeduced,price lruich -policy that was inforcetilfor -the school
year 196940until furthe notice.

place the new . guidelines in: effeet as soon,as we
provide these requiremetits.

,Sincerely,

CarrirN D, FtrquA,
Director.

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION,
Raleigh., N.C., September 15, 19 0.

It Amyx( r..A.ToN,
State Dfrector, School Food Servicea:

_

EDEN biinxL eptetnhar-20,
. Director,irlimikrngharn,, 044iiiDebaritn S ea,- r-
s:Reidatoilis - -

IDIPAR-MIL-FucatrA : We are handling our problema-very-much in the Berne -met&
eer as -Raleigh and other systems are having to handle-them.- liseriouslyldriubt

ftrquA..,, _. _ - ,t,

(2255)
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that we have a single indigent who is not eating lunch in our schools. Thankyou for the names you sent me.

Very truly yours,
Joni.; HOUGEE,

Superintendent.
SEPTEMBER 8, 1970.MR. Jorm Hounn,

Superintendent, Eden City Scitoo
Eden, N.C.

DEAR Ms. Hones( : Thank you for your letter of September I. I regret, how-ever, that none of the questions in my August 28 letter were answered In viewof this, I have directed a letter to Mr. Ralph Eaton requesting his assistance inanswering these questions. if Mr. Eaton is unable to answer-or respond, I shallinitiate correspondence with the Honorable Clifford M. Hardin, Secretary, -UnitedStates Department of Agriculture.
You will find enclosed a list of children who presently receive assistancethrough the Aid to Families with Dependent Children or foster care programs.Where possible we have identified the school and grade placement During theweek of September 21-25 we will contact these children to see if lunches arebeing provided. As for documentation these children are from families receivingpublic assistance and further evidence as to need and .bardship should be waived.However, if you agree to provide these children with a free or reduced pricelunch, we will assist their parents in completing your application form. At thispoint we, therefore, request a sufficient supply of these forms be sent to ouragency for possible future use.
As to yonr letter, "In-the administration of the welfare program in my unitdo you allow welfare recipients any amount for school lunches?", the answer is"no". Present State and Federal pc licy prohibits the inclusion of funds forschool lunches within a public assistance grant.
Whether or not we increase our client group population is immaterial. I repeatmy earlier statement that the Rocidngham County Department of Social Serv-ices has committed itself to insuring Chat every poor hungry school child is fed.To that end we will leave no stone unturned. The matter will not be droppeduntil we have assurance that welfare children will be fed a free or reducedprice lunch.
Yours very truly,

GLENN D. Fugue,
Direct o .

S Service, ,

SEP.MMBER 8, '1970.MR. RALPN W. EATON,
Director, chool Psoci
North. Carolina -Department of PuTalic Inetruction,
Catneren Village, RaleigA, N.0-

DEAR:Ms..-,Mterortt- On.'Angust 28, 1970 I *rote 'Mr. John Rough, Superintend-ent laden City Schools,.-Eden, -North Carolina concernhlg the policy aPplleableto the schonl, itmeir,Program. 'Yon were sent' a' copY of :this letter, along :with thepolicy and - apPlication .form. On September 2, -4970, I ,.reeetied a rePly1 fromMr-711ougir, which4ailed, to:angWer any' olAbe'cpiestions ;presented in my :AngUst28 letter to him'. I enclose a &Ivy 'et his repiy; ;X respectfally-rzquest your- opinion!as to :whether the nden policy- Must statewhat income, scale tgovOTzs the, determination of Whether or not a familes child/children are"Mititled to a,frie or rediiced priee luneh.Xf you are unabis to 'provide this information, I shall seek advice from theflenorable Cliffork.M. Bardin, Secretary;' United, States Department of Agri-
adiolitilatrator,, I Lam- sick;and' tire& ef=peor 'children beingdeiOd access to free or reddded priced School lunches. Furth,ernaore;-..I repeat myContention that the Eden School Dunch Rollie;is,poorlyt,Writtenrand-.that qthertsinparts a the applicatithiliiitin3areagrkciiil' 4nyvone wh'i3 *&fild -haVer'te!enni-,pieta it before their child received considers:lien for., free ox reduced. 'pti:Ce schoolt Trrri. --z:FLI.E, = ,,z 7

_
Yours

_

firr4.5.=-1`3. ilzarin D. /Pmyna,
Director._
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EDEN CITY SCHOOLS,

Eden, N.C., September 1, 1970.
MR. GLENN FUQUA,
Director of Social Services,
Reidsville, N.C.

DEAR MR. Pogret : Yours of August 28, which I received Saturday, exhibits a
spirit that one would expect of a disgruntled employer to a dissatisfactory em-
ployee- It was very "wordy."A comparison of the number of Indigents of our unit with the others in the
County is irrelevant as our district has less than 50% on a per capita basis of
the number of indigents as any of the other units. The recommendations of prin-
cipals and Mrs. Dunn for additional indigents to be given lunch without pay are
immediately honored by the superintendent.

If you or the members of your staff know of any indigent in our system who
is not being given a free lunch, I ball be happy for you to submit the names
with documentation for immediate consideration. In the administration of the
welfare program in my unit do you allow welfare recipients any amount for
school lunches?

Mr. Fuqua, during these times competent and stable leadership are essential.
If a public agency proposes to increase its clients, resulting in larger budgets, it
should not resent those who may disagree.

Very truly yours,
3orN HOUGH,

Superintendent.
AUGUST 28, 1970.

MR. d'onx Elovon,
Eden Citv SolLools
Eden., N.'.

DEAR Ma. Henan : This will acknowledge receipt of the Eden School System's
lunch policy. In reviewing the policy we find it extremely vague and confOsing.
According to our interpretation of current regulations, free lunches must be
served to any child from a family whose Income is less than the income for a
family of the same size as indicated by :The school district's family size income scale governing receipt of free
lunches.

Question: what is the family income wale currently used for the Eden School
system in determining what children receive free lunches?

Question: Are all: scheol principals and other apprepriate staff aware of the
income scale, awl 1.6 it applied Uniformly 7

In the matter Of redueed price lunches' 'we understand that this `type lunch
must be served to any child from a family..whoselneonie Is less than the income
for a fatally'of the same sizeas indicated by ,

The school -dietriat'S family eize income Scale governing receipt of rednced
.price lunches.

'Question :'What-IS the ,family -inceme scale currently used by the Eden School
syetenf in:determining whit --children receive 'reduced price lunchel? ,

. and.' ether.-apProPriate: etaff 'aware et, the
incOne pleale,;andis-it applied-nniformly1
_ A second major point of ambiguity within your IthiCh PeliCY-is the iiiiteniehe
i.'when;:atter-Vieltatifing,'; investigations,-cenferenees: PY the principal ,and-attend

nCe:- C9,0E-50,11:M.-tho=.e4/411414tix.46,Ter14.pd.,.-the applicetion vyit# recommendations
_submitted to. the superintendent for final approval." " :

,Wleniedeeii:ItheiInVeSitigation,',rd a requeSt fOr freeer rednced
rit'AiJyh'cg,-i-a;ket±_fs:i,t4ef,3T1V*t_Wtt,:tOn'i-PFo.cePP seheel

priiièlpáls WIthltCthe;-fflYSteniTi 7 " _

ixtbaii: 411,4e". iit4tetriA4 etertaln" iinegtionta cOntained' on itio applica-
tion form. :107dr.7:i.ptipte,...:Ipittit.Ion:r.p.urikb-er'44,1.4x1 you.: iflioai*rdi9.*:top.s"fr9lii,
the :.*Clfa itiedePartinent;: he.* yba,.paY"'fOr.:'SOicialliziehesr

QUeStiOn... Wain r ODD : DePlirtnient7, Social
SerViC4,t(iifelfiere) .1 pirionally do not understand that question ".

if: nessitry, for the fatal* ::to anMwer question nutiilliee7V on thie ap-
plicaLlon: `!The,.follOwIng,-rellable. :references vint3ibecr''Conftlieleill Corkzernine'Our
charaCter, due-work our financial statua'f Present regulations pertaitOwr,-cio
-theI'Methrrd of ,application requests merely a siMple titatement of family faieeme,
Size and,:hardship factors.

1_
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A fourth point for consideration is the appe l procedure within your policy.Current regulation is that a rejected applicant for free or reduced price lunchmay appeal to an official other than the original decision maker who rejectedhim. Your policy indicates that the applicant must go through the same proce-dure as the original application was processed. This appear to be a time con-suming process and children could go without lunch for days before this processis completed.
We are aware that theY new NSEA Amendments take effect as of January 1,1971, and at that time schools must start using nationally uniform standardsand policies for determining eligibility and for providing free and reduced priceschool meals I have taken the liberty of sending your various sections of the newNSLA Amendments which we feel will be of tremendous benefit to poor childrenwho need free or reduce-1. price school lunches. Our department, and particularlythose staff members wle serve the Eden area, feel quite strongly that the preeentpolicy leaves a lot to be desired. I am sure other organizations in the Eden areafeel the same way.
The Eden Sclu, al policy in comparison with the Rockingham County Schoolsystem policy and the Reidsville City School system policy is poorly written.Above all the policy appears to me to evade the commitment to feed poor chil-dren. As you know, the Congress made a commitment in. 1940 to feed the schoolchildren as part of their education by passing the National School Lunch Act.You will note that a copy of this letter, along with your policy and applica-tion form, have beer forwarded to Air. Ralph W. Eaton, Director, School roodServices, North Carolina State Department of Public instwuction. We welcomethe opportunity to discuss this matter in detail with you and/or members ofyour staff. Our department is com.titted to the poor people of th'is county toinsure that every child has a right to receive a lunch in school if his parentscannot afford to pay for it.
I welcome your comments and hope that you will be able to clear up those spe-cific questions which I have raised in this letter.
Yours very truly,

IGLErrx D. ruvuA,
Direct

EDEN CITY BOND OLD,
_Eden, N.C., January 61, 1969.Policy Statement of the Eden City School System in accordance with RevisedUSDA. Regulations of the Child Nutrition Acts. The Eden City Board of Educa-tion adopts the attached policy regarding the determination of eligibility forfree lunches, and safeguarda to avoid discrimination between the paying andthe non-payt children. The policy ineludes the follo*Ing elementsWe provide a lunch for every eligible indigent without pay ;Application blanks are available from the principal. When the application ispreperly executed and submitted to the principal, he- end the Attendande Coun-selor investigate-the applicant for verification

We want to know ; The size of the -Family, number of children of school age,number working, welfare -p....7z,ments, any- other income Or related informailon.When, after visilt-ett.-.',1;s- investigatienniconferenees. "by therPrindtpal'and Attend-anee- 'the eligibility is verified_ the application, with 'pecOitteleadtionete-a-aiiiiiitted to. the Superintendent for finalLapproviti. 'Aiter approval` the hanie---- in added to.-theliet'and tlieledigent is givun lunch without pay.- Wben 'there isgeed evidence of indigeney,:the Principal may...for a,shert.period of time, permittha,itiident te serVed.' lunqhca :Withent -ti*Y. _ad*,01:60 miatNo oyert identification Students ,iirtiders-,1-fi delivf4..moriles 'fo'r thein:huichesin the A homeroom teacher hi exchange leirrjaneli,ticitnta:From an,Upprpi,ed ljtthn'hinnerodin.---terieher gives Indigente'-'-tieketa 'Without "'east. In the lunehreeM,students receive lunches in ,exchtinge for lunch tioketir-;=as ,ineeived from theteneher-2, WI0eherardel 1-ier the ,i2rfaiipi:to-- the eafetetiti laraitageK:daily':Wiiiinkit dis-play, Int "to 'embarrass incligents::l.hrielres`;:nre ideUttear, there is only one, linoand.Juriefieri are ;60-i,itti to, all' Children'::uPen.epreigentation of: ticket0J to. the Man=agef.'Itetlin senior high "Behifo 1.1ie:-teneheri:litendirtlie,nnnimiLeOlintdigents,, to the- easliter-who, 'witliatit-iinY'einbariaasznent, simply peitaite theStudent to pass through:the line.
s
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The ma-ager keeps an accurate record of free lunches served and reports to

the Superintendent's office once a month, giving the total number of free lunches
served during the month.

Appeal : If an application for lunch without pay is rejected the applicant may
appeal for consideration again in the same manner as the original application
wan processed.

By following these policies for two decades on a unit-wide basis the number
of children eating in our lunchrooms has greatly increased, indigents have been
fed, withGut embarrassment to the individual, and the cost has been kept to a
minimum. Our policies are being submitted to the State Department of Public
Instruction for approval, after which ; they will be published.

The board of education understands the State Department of Public Instruc-
tion, School Food Service, has responsibility for monitoring the performance
through administrative reviews, on-site evaluations, and other means to assure
that determinations are being made in accordance with announced policies and
to assure that overt identification of any child receiving free or reduced price
meale is avoided.

Review, State Department of Public Instruction

Superv1sor, SFS Unit

Date Superintendent Date

Beard Chairman Date
Note to.parent or guardian: There is no such thing as a free lunch/ Someone

must pay jor every lunch carved. If you expect your application to be seriously
considered., please fill in honestly and accurately every one of the following blanks:

We hereby submit application for lunches without pay for the following child:
Name of child __ _ A ge _ - - - Grade - - --
Teacher School

I. Our total income for the support of the entire family of ____ children and
adults is as follows:

I. Weekly salary of Father . 2. Weekly salary of Mother
3. Monthly income from the County Welfare Department
4. Other income . 5. Total weekly income from all sources
6. When will the income of the famay increase? __. Decrease

Why?7. If you receive donations from the Welfare Department, how much of this
do you pay for school hmches?_II. Our reasons for making applications for free lunches are:

III. Does the family own a car? Yes No _ Make Mndel
, IV_ What is your monthly house.rent? -_____ Have you paid for your school

books? Yes - No -- Other school fees? Yes __ No __
V.- The following reliable references may be contacted concerning our character,

our work, and our financial status. (If you are working be sure to give the name of
your employer.) ,

1_ Address Phone
2. Address- Phone
We hereby,certify that,the abOveatatements are &emirate and orreet the

of -our., knowledge.
Signed:-:1VIrs: Address

Date
Signed: Mr:- _ Addre:ss-

parent 'or _Guardian -r

Principal-
Comme.
Date- Date:
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LEAKSVILLE TOWNSHIP PUBLIC SCHOOLS
REQUEST FOR LUNCH PERMITTO THE PRINCIPAL:

This is to request that you permit my child, _ who is ____ years old
(Pull name)and enrolled in the to come home for lunch every school day

(Name of school)during the school term. I understand that I take full responsibilityfor his or her safety after he or she leaves the school campus. I will also let youknow in writing if and when wish you to cancel this permit.
Signed:

(Name of student) (Parent)Permit issued by
(Name of Home Room Tc- -her)Approved by

(Principal)

LEAKSVILLE TOWNSHIP PUBLIC SCHOOLS
REQUEST FOR LUNCH PERMITTO THE PRINCIPAL:

This is to request that you permit my child, who is ____ years old,
wail mune)and enrolled in the to come home for lunch evcry school day(Name of school)during the _ school term. I understand that I take full responsibilityfor his or her safety after he or she leaves the school campus. I will also let youktues in writing if and when I wish to cancel this per:nit.

Signed:
(Name of student) (Parent)Permit issued by

(Name of Home Room Teacher)Approved by __ Date

$EPTE1BER 0, 1970-kin. GLENN D. Ftelna,
Rockingham County Department of Eh:fetal Service
Reidsville, iST.C;

DEAR GLENN Fuqua : Our field. repreaSentative, Robin' Read, told:me-how help-
ftil 'and interested. you and- Your staff_ -were in our mutual campaign to providechildren from low ineome-families with -the=free sehoollumehes the law says they
shouldireeeive.-Robin,showed me your letter coneeridng Eden cities, schoollunchpolicy 7and we both -impressed by your analysis (mY2.- own,stuffy . way of
saying "'Wow !".).' The scheelreftleials are certainly' going, to have, to revise .theirthinking (and policy making) radically in order _to coMply with the law, aren't-they?- -

'7= hie,-intereated,'in- Mr. -Hough's response to your ietter... Please do keep us
--"rTelreinforee:Your posltion I am enclosing a eoPy.- of the new,tederal. regula-
tion Which were ,.1e.intied--Septeinber- 4-, They Tspell'out -wine clearly -what -USDA:

-- ft-deka-the law7 saYannyway- -despite Eden--- school --sYsten0s- interpretation, I am.also enclosing a prototype eopy of an, apPlieation!i.foifree' -and _rednced Priee
lunches Whieh -was devtloped]during : the :.state: schceollunch directors -MeetingWith---Departaene"iif ::-'One ot4er thing whieh -nifty 40 of Aitteiest .]:tti Yon.: is = the ,Natlaintl WelfareRights: Organizatinn's irrLee School Lunch Campaign boOklet;:-whiclicis actually
a suinmary of Mix ISehmil:"9&uxual. :Bag. Wu-worked.' On7this" booklet with NW11.0
and perhttps-adtlitlOnaVspplea,-of :it, inightpeigf_Use -your;staff,:peOplc.; Coniesof the-ikit pan be- OrderCd:either- froni'Ais 6F'frOM the,NatienaVyVOlfritt, .R*141:is
Organlsation ._1419, -EU Street, NM., Washington; D;C.:26005: They charge 2b:0 apiece Beenusa NyntO tenda tsk,bq-_somewliot,puey11,9)0.* of ii,CAll*m_d4pitriments

-you migkitjrkeitotol that you haVe:bega werkli*,:e1.6..selY with us.:OII,E-Chool .1Hr:eh
_-Program,problemait

_ _
_ _

nformed.

149
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Incidentally, in case the Board of Education in your area is as confused as
many are in North Carolina about finances and federal reiraburaement I think
that it is worth noting that starting September lst schools will receive addi-
tional federal reimbursement for free lunches even though the appropriation
bill is __till in committee. States can expect to be reimbursed at an expanded
rate from the beginning of the school year on. Congress has already told the
administration to spend what it says it needs to meet the President's promise
of free or reduced price lunches for all needy children by Thanksgiving, 1970.

One thing to watch out for would be a school board which out of reluctance to
provide free lunches tries to get away with offering just reduced price lunches to
needy children. Although under the old law, schools could get away with such
malicious shenanigans, the new law and the legislative history both say that the
neediest children will receive school lunch free.

rm sure that Eden school system's application form was So off-putting that
very few children ever received free lunches. Do you have any figures on how
many lunches were served free or et a reduced rate? Also, do you know if the
anonymity of children is being protected? Any documentation or examples of
discrimination against needy children or identification of needy children as
recipients of free lunches would be of interest to us.

Again, my thanks for your help and dedication.
Bread and justice !

BARBARA BODE,
C triunity Coordinator.

Ssermetsze 1, 1970.
MR. EfEnsynrr Ronnx,
Cum Nutrition Heroic
U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. ROREE : I know you told Barbara Bode, the Foundation's Commu-
nity Coordinator that he was exaggerating the situation in communiUes av-ess
the nation. _ _ _ _

I am enclosing an application form received today from Eden, North Carolina.
I don't think Miss Bode was exaggerating. I think she under flood the disgraceful
and criminal treatment Uf needy children in the United States.

Sincerely,

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
FOOD AND NwrarmoN SERVICE,

Washington, D.C., September 8, 1970.
ME. JONATHAN IctriNBARD2
The Children's Foundation,
Washington,-D.C.'

DEAR MR. KLEINRARD : I appreciate receiving your letter of September 1 and-attachment thereto. I certainly agree with your observation 'about Barbara's
understainiingf of the, treatMent of, needi children in-the Nation. The attachment
is a'prime- example of such treat-in-mit, and '1 assure you aueh,an, instrument will
not be:int.:use .in the Eden-XitY, Schools this year- or any °other sehuol -if 'we,
bedonie ",aivara'' (by,' any '',.niearie)-74--61L. ita existence and uSe. "

_Clarify.-my,reniarka".tio.--Barbara _which yop.. Mention-An the first Imre,:
grr.Ph .0.:ycnifletter. I 4.1d , not mean Barbhrn*ras etagt6ra#ng:-tfie:A.loint; --put
that she Wad .itaidienting,large iMmberis of-zieheel:hOarcis-- by, generalization and

kink Aiti .1n,:ettkreb-tIVe -mEdifffilk4a;k1Y,,Ineh'.:generalizatton: Men: City' ° will be
eete4 ar3 tin-Y:- other boardt that is operating -contrary to -the Ilaw . of ,the

prograin-regialation2'.okny,other illastration she'has in handlWould. be UPPreciated,
and assure yonithey will be corrected.

Sincerely,
Hines= D. ROBEEK,

_Director. Ch4ld Nutrition Division.
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SPECIAL rap=
Cowituafity

ON, D CCNI S E REP RT

histititte
OCTOBER 13. 1970

SENATE COMMITTEE INVESTIGATES INITIAL PROGRESS
UNDER NEW SCHOOL LUNCH LAW

Sen. George McGovern called for a auppie-
mental appropriation for school lunch programs
"so that the intent of Congress to feed AB needy
children can be carried out by the school districts
across the countey."

Hia pledge was underscored by Sen. Philip
A. l'art. who said that $310 million more would be
required in additional funds, based on figures
developed by Rep. Carl Perkins (13-1(y.)_ CNI
carried the Perkins data in ita Oct. 7 report.

"We have come a good part of the way on
the school much problem,' Mr. Chairman, and in
the next few months. I would urge that our Com-
mittee concentrate on finishing this particular job.
Let'a make sure that we.get the edditional money
in the Supplemental Appropriation bill: let's clear
up any remaining barriers M the way or putting the
food on the table, !' Sen. Hart said.

-"The i'resident has set Oita goal: At leaat
one good Meal a day for every needy child in the
nation by' Thankzgiving... Let's really celebrate
ThatikagiviOg by helPing the Prenident achieve the
oat."

unds of 239iVA i''Must"

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
WITNESSES e

Rodte,yZ.,_.1_,.eoni_dor editor.
* Weekly Report, and consultant to the

Children's Foundation.
Administrat

* School Food Services. Georgia Department.
a.öfEduatioi,
* Philip Neumerk and Daniel Lowen-*

stein, -Attorneys. California Rural Legal
Assistanee, Modesto. Calif.

* dary Delgado. Arkansas CoMmunity ii
* Organization for Reform Now.

- Mrs. Kay Hurley. Community Itepre-
aentative, South Beaton, Mass.

Glenn D. Fuqua. Direetor. Dept. of *
Speial Services. Rockinzharo County, N.C. *

Peter Thorim Rhode Island Legal
Service.e***************

Senator McGoVern'. hie latroductery re--
marks,- observedthat the neW-law promieed L
,he*kyiiinpat i ith... fight to eliminatehunger apd_
-malnutrition from ihe classroonis of.Amaricia.
'Taut; " he added, "the time has kome"..tosuarturine
delivernncenf -
pressed coneern that eligible'ehibit.erfb6 Ideated ---
and adequate prOVieionii Made_irrindiFtWarti.- Ks
compared the est IMate,df,6. 0. million- elheible
childrenrhy the Administration witit thae8:9-million

(Continued from,page

_at.iSM in.Dilemma They Didn't make

Tosephine.Martin told the Committee that
es are caught in a dilemma on,child nutrition.

"On one hand they are told to implement
the-law ie197071, and On the other hand haVibg
=inlay available only at the 1969 level: "-

Shalieted five policy squestione, moat of '
them Shared by State and school distriet fond
nerviqe dirsotore, ,+ ,

I. '''Whae.kind of leaderiihiP in neededi'd'
motivate sciiaor dintrintitie provide'comPreiteneive`
child nutrition`and-ntrirititm education pragrams''

r (Continued on page A).
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SPECIAL REPORT mein 2 OCTOLitat 15, 1070

(Continued from Pag
2. "Row can the service mid education

aspects be coordinated at federal. state- and local
levels to avoid the dilutions of effort through
fragmentation?"

3. ."Ifow can we be instrumental in helping
liSDA perceive the urgency of regulations, and -

procedures that are timely, succinct and reason-
able ?"

4. "How can we co .. ununicate to the Con-
gress and the President the need for adequate,
available funding if we (collectively) are to meet
school day nutrition needs of children?"

5. "Now can we utilise the resources of
and cooperate with community groups to achieve
program purposes ?"

President's Goal May Not Be Pessible

For the irnmediate school year, however,
Mims Martin said that realization of the President's
Thanktigiving goal would be difficult, if not im-
possible, if the following problems are not resolved:

* Providing infOrmation to school districts
regarding free and reduced price lunch require-
ments.

* Direction regarding funding available for
implementing Pl. 91-248.

strictions, by regulation. I
amount of funds paid per lunch .

nadequate non-food assistance fu ds.

* Need for financial assistance for child
nutrition

* Need for positive direction to coordinate
thdritlen services and nutrition education to pro-
vide neceSsary repetition and avoid undeoirable .

overlap- Paxticularly, regulations must be issued
to imPlement nutritional education provisions of

Miss Martin noted that in the 23 area meet-
ings being conducted in Georgie to help iMplement
the newlegislatiom schooL administrators are
asking- whether funds will be available to Maple-
merit 'new policies;, and whether personnel can'he =
provided lova-kr-3; out the-expanded pregrants.

= "1 would recomm-md tha pesition_Of child ,

nutrition coordinator for-the implementation-of
17,1: 01-248, especially the moviaiona far free &AL
reducedtlunchesp nniritiotrodueeti;w?-trtiining and
experimental programs and annritl'pland of oper71

,

are established, the child nutrition progrum ef-
fectiveness will continue to vary from school to
school depending on the interest Of the principal."

Assurances of Funds Needed Now

She said the concern over funding is great-
er now than in September, and requires assuranee
and positive action from the USDA that funds will
be available.

"Schools cannot provide free lunches that
cost 45 to 50 cents when the reimbursement is
less than 20 cents.

"Even more di stressing, " MisS martin
told the Senatore, "we are now advined:'.that the
letters of credit for September through Oct: 15
will be based on the level of funds aVailable for
the same period in 1969; which will mean 30 to 40
percent less than anticipated under the 1971 Senate
approprMtions committee bill, "

Advise Schools of Eunstent
The Georgia school lunch director quetc,d

a policy statement an funding mann by Rep.' Carl
-Perkins, chairman of the Rouse Committee on
Education and Labor. Perkins said last month:

"While the House and Senate (approprration)
reports have carefully provided for 'Mending at a
level to implement PI, 91-248. :there is nothing in
the administration of the program either in guide-
lines or in recommendations which advi se states
of the position (that adaquate fending is going to
be provided). It seems to me that states and dis-
tricts should be advised of Congressional intent to
fund at the level of PI. 91-2413. We cannot_ allow
Co0STeseional intent to be thwarted by the failure
of USDA to adminiater programs according to the
wishes of the CoegFesa,"

Flegs Bloelt-Peeding..411 Needy Children

"unless _help is provided and standarda ,

Miss Martin also stated that USDA regu-
lations ,--speCificallY those under .Seetion 210, con-
tain roadblocks which make it virtually impossible
11?1-_atata to ineure that all needy children will be
reached this year. Section 210 . il(a) will dilute
general_cnsh'for_feod ansistoncc funds (Section 4)
Meause it'forees payment of a higher rate for.. z.

Children who are not needy.- This will indereut the
ability ef a state to provide for the maximum nurs-7-
borzoi' needy ettildren.

friagulationS seed ba'he'sbitruie'd to perniit
steles to pay UP to, 60 ceida front a combination Of
funds With Sectron 4 'f4nda 'being paid at the firtate
avkrage;" Miss Martia-Said;---

_
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Problems Stated: Recommend. ns Offered

"AU evidence accumulating today indicate
strongly that. instead of having passed through the
worst part of the war on hunger. we are approach-
ing a crisis of greater dimension than anyone cao
imagine."

So mated Rodney Leonard. who based bie
conclusion on the observations that; The School
lunch program is not reaching enough children,
especially those whose parents are poor. and
those being reached are not necessarily receiving
adequate nutrition. And, except for "the steadfast
support of a few individuals" and the Committee's
"resolute stance, concern over malnutrition and
hunger is dissolving in public apathy. "

Leonard quoted data developed by the-
McGovern committee as well as by the Perkins
House Dducation and Labor committee to show
that the program, overall, is not expanding aa
might be expected from the weight of more federal
dollars.
isd'ar=E n Than Estimated b USDA

ding to nard, "state school food'
service directors ri Jrted for the Perkins stuOy
that 8.9 million children should receive a free or
reduced price lunch. using eligibility standards
which were in effect last school year." Mr. Per-
kins, noting that moat states were using an in-
come standard which Ls lower than the new in-
come guidelines poliey announced by Secretary
Hardin in Augest, estimated that over 'le million
children would be eligible for,special assistance
in the current school year.

"With funding at the present level now pro-
vided in the appropriation the Feheral
Government will'fall short -of.meeting --lts real
obligations to the states and local school districts
by. _ probals:y $200 million." Leonsrd est-Li:Sated.

free lunches on different colored plates; withhold-
ing or threatening to withihold food an a disciplin-
ary tool; withholding wages for farm work to pay
for meals; and using application forms which are
clearly illegal.

Nutritional Content of Lunch Questioned

An analysis two years ago by the USDA re-
vealed that more than a third of the lunches did
not meet the Type A nutritional requirements,
Leonard said, which "raises a question of whether
the Federal Government was being defrauded.. _ "

In his closing remarks. Leonard. by infer-
ence, recommended:
*Develop a program budget related to the needs of
local communities;
* Plan at the community and state level for child
feeding five years hence;
* USDA shoeld gather, analyze, publish and pro-
vide Congress with data similar to the McGovern
and Perkins data on which to base funding;
*Develop a data base of the food preference of
children. Menus ere designed on the basis of what
people think children like to eat, or should eat;
* instit ute a research program to analyze arld re-
port_at Intervals on the nutrhional quality of the
food American citizens consume.-

These are the type 'of activities. Leonard
stated, whieh are "relevant to the polities of
distribution '... and that la the nature of the prob-
leth some of us this comreitteelin particular-
are recogndiing. And that is the real tragedy_
Just when we are beginning to understand the true
dimensinn of the problem. the Congress and the
country have begun to find hanger.boring. VI

Lobel Diserinitnatory PraMices ReVealed
, -

. . .

Referring to irdormation summarized by the
-Public Information Center. Leonard stated ',that
children.; and their faMilles, who are eligible for
special nailietancenre Vilna denied wnervice
whickitheY are'legally_entitled."

_Rn.recounted,Prectics_iised laCarneliool_ -
officials 'Oa keenelown the nUmber-of children re-
ceiving .eperatel _assistance ---'-quotriTsystams. whiCh-_:_
place

_

iiihnit,onthnumhernf free or:a-educed,- .
piee unehep;:liaubil,shing-,tiained'
1n-fie's-inner/A. -annotemingjiiterr.theAnudiFeakfr,,
the names of childrefitiherigeefreellinchee.--jegrer,_

liating children whei,-*reftelve-frenleneheM-aerviner

Lyng Comments on Leonard Ter:Mini/ay _

'Assiatant'SeeretarY of-Agriultere 'Richard
Lyng was quoted in The Washington Post of Oct, 14,
ae believing that "wetre &deg_ to, cisme veryelose"

fip:dinAg all poor ehildreribY Thatiksigiving pro-
videcithat.statwand lonal'school officials cooperate
fully. _The Poet article continued; "While acknowl-
edging-that the octanl number of needy children
still is not known, Xyng-said 'it seems a little
earlyhar teriticism, particuliely from-Leonard..

Pointectsent_that approPeiations for
LsChn011nebCs have risen front $42 million in

fitiard'szlest.yearMa adminiatrator.
356 million this year...,
=4,o-411144 agreed witkanother poinLoP_Lionard's

.testimonje-rthatzmany lecal-school officials-still
illegally demi henefits to ponr children or subject
them to Varioas kinds of discrimination,. "



(t5

-..t.11111,1=

CNI SPECIAL. REF' PAGE 4 OCTOBER 5, 1970

CNI WEEKLY REPORT

odney U. Leonard, Editor
Leslie J, Schmidt, Associate Edit

Published by the
COMMUNITY NUTRITION INSTITUTE

520 Colorado Tide. , Washington, D.C. 20005
(202) 3-17-4234

Copyright 1970 Community Nutrition
May not be reproduced in whole or in part
without pertniseion.

(Continued from Page
by the Rouse Education and Labor Committee, and
said that "under the new low 70. 6% mere children
will be promised the right to a free or reduced
price lunch" and oohed, "What must we do to'
guarantee that right ?"

The Chairman pointed nut that a 230%
crease in tunds will be needed while only a, 513%
Lncrease 04 being appropriated for_ risco' iy 74.
ble made it clear that he felt a.supplemental rip7,
prepriation will be required and that ''we intend
to supply.this.hinding" so that the intent of Con-_
greats to feed al needy children can be carried
out by the achoor dtstricts &crone the country.

Sen. McGovern preaided over the heexinge
on school yuno performonce which were attended
by Seaatoza Soca) K.' lavits (11NY.), Charles
H. Percy (R-111.), Claiborne Pell (D-R. ) and
PijilipA. Bart (D-Mieh:)

program in testimony 6efore the Committee.
Daniel D. Loweneteln and Phillip Neumark are
are the attornies who in Fehrum-y won a court
action which forced the Modesto school hoard to
provide free lunches to every needy child.

As a reault of that decision, the Modesto
schools dropped the National School Lunch program,
an action which many persons suggested at the
time would be the result of efforts to obtain great-
er compliance with program objectives_

The CaliZornia attornies quoted a te-
=ant made by Dr. Bert C. Corona, !superintendent
of Modeztt. nchools, that "The continuing financial
participation by :he state and Federal Government
is absolutely essentiai te--t he maintaining of the
(NSLP) in the Modesto City Scirool.-.:;" and adding
that the Modesto experience-"shows that si,17.00l
boards will Willingly participate in a program
that will feed every needy child. tio long au Con-
gress provides the necessary funds."

* * *

rer Raga RePulit in Efunery Chjidrfl

* * 4.

.Modesto Pra4mort Growing; Onc Abandoned

Modento'nublic ached's in California arc .
serving nearly J. 900 children withfree or reduced
priee luncheCthlW:achoor year,:'?the CommitteCwas
told.. The inforinotionlis'eignificant foe, a nurnberi,. Senate-Belect_eommittee on.NutritiOn apd bitimon

f reasons, 'including these: Need." ,

An organizer for Arkso a community
Grganizatiana for Reforrr (ACORN), 'at- citizen
group of low 'income families in Arkansae, dee-
cribed to the Senate the impact of confueion over
echool lunch policy on families with childrep in
School:-

Gary Delgado ; the-organiser who also is
field represent° Lye for the Children's Foundation,
said that achool officials in Little Rock -''haze in
diyiduallyand in unison stated in private nnd tO
.the preen that the new regulations, in whole Or in
pert, do:not go into effect 'until Jan.- 1, 1971."

He said this position was mated "deapite
eutiment rebuttal, inclading direct-reference to the

telegraM frets!. the

_, 1. The nundier of lunches is four times as gr.ea
ad in thlWlastZeohiall year. 'mid over '10:times
griater.thapjli the11009r69 School year. -,--:=:- , .-,Appealn procedure plece'the burderi of-re=

--qtto.pxberA _3*;,reprettentitjta_ospansitori. of 350 1, ,, ...-i- epenaibility On school-officiale. not.parents._:, -
pCicitein_the anzonek-ef_locsl,achool_hoard iiinda , ,--: 2.-,Incnote,,poverly guidelines_ are "floiirs.,,Mit;

. mad-04Villabfa:fRzi_0_ 011(0_04 cr4AP_0:.4.44...`; g,,,, , _-_,._:c;iiiiiii--:-N.,- I, r---, -- r-0:--
3.. --1.7g4t- "-_- f ki ed - _lanrefrort b ff ljmtipt çhmply *Itkr.eklAlationsien
enwraps-a to wra'oree:UniforinliiiidracieMate'fini AthiAgh iii67'nefiZaWnieh"pcilleyttas`,,tiot 'hired aii-r-
lunch WtandirdIfiVioulcf_drilie- school boards.' acrois 7. i eimeareil bY thalnintie..;,, 41`; 11,-:.,^71--11,_`_"i'---11'
tbe*aim'WL:v;feilnWt_bbwxy.:y_nple'pf_,Xegea.lcand `,.`;:. :21A.-,Siacificetandailds ntetri be Vet" 'for:both frAC
dr-e-p aiit'of, the nehaol -hutch kograinC. end` for r,reduced price iunchas., --

_-..

- ., - __- - -Thesewere the points Made by t wo atior- S. Raimbursernent'kates should allow inr 400
--dteirincrihe-ctilifornia` Rural Legal'Asisistanee

_ _
-percent of cost.

,-

Delgado paid USDA ahould
-
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[Prom North Little Rock Mee. Sept. 24, 19701

SCHOOL LUNCHES : WELFARE RionTe GROUPS SEEK FREER POLICY ;
OFFIeraLs REFUSE, CITE Cosis

Another delegation of National Welfare Rights Organization members made a
fruitless bus trip last week to the School District adn-inistrative offices to urge
immediate compliance with the new federal laws guaranteeing free or Tedlleetl-
Prlee lunches to pupils from poor families.

ThAr, time. tile az..-1,zg24iee was from Silver City Courts, a public housing project
at 708 West Eighteenth Streei. nerrl 10
children.

Superintendent of Schools George E. Miller received them in the School Board
chamber and, from his usual perch on the press table at the front of the room,
told the group :

The district was not complying with the new law because it did not go into
effect until January 1 and because the state Education Department has been
unable to say what the rate of federal reimbursement would be to local school
districts for free lunches.

The district served 189,000 free lunches last year and went $33,000 into the
red with its cafeteria program, mainly because it receives no federal reim-
bursement for he free or reduced-price lunches it serves to secondary pupils.

Any parent who believes his children are eligible for such lunches should
apply through the principal's office and their claim will be Investigated by the
principal and district social workers.

THEIR AIM
The NWRO members are intereabed in persuading the School District to begin

compliance with the new laws now. A key feature of the laws is use of a self-
certification form under which the head of any family who thinks -he is eligible
can sign up for a free or reduced-price lunch for his children. It is up to the local
school district to _prove ineligibility, and the applicant is given the right of
appeal_

Along with self-certification ie supposed to come a federal reimbursement rate
of up to 60 cents a luncha rate that would pay the entire coat of virtually any
school lunch.

It is this reimbursement rate that the NOrth Little Rock district wants to be
ssured of before it enters the program_
The NWRO members say it is assured new, but the district says that the last

word it had from the state Education Department was that the rate was still a
matter of congressional debate.

Compliance with the new laws is not mandatory until-january 1,- the district
says, so it Is waiting to see what Congress does and. in the meantime will follow
its established policy on free or reduced-price lunches. -

, Miller told the rdelegatianfrom Silver City COurts that the legislation it was
nterested in was still-the subject of a House-Senate conference.

REFERS TO OHELPT
Walt Rathke a-NWRO, organizer Who accoMpanied-the delegation referred

Miller 'to.. a.:.,',!fact,sheet'k:the. grotiP:had brought, alting. It said-- the .Adricultural
Appropriation-a-Act( of-197f- '-lauthoiliea--adiniattatioW- of , the --NationaU7Sehool
Lynch Rrograni-zat je-reinalitirseinanfirate ria;aireattia t2f that` rsgUaited lztt, tha
_thua,s.ssurint,(thie -4:-lic*ltRFe:-Xfelifft-ifiint)-that-tii4,pregram-shiinld'ba'ad&ln-
1Stered';aaz-if 4heZapproprratIOlia:hilla .

, Miller 'Minded_ atithatfait Sheek-Shook his-h-ead;and-;Said.;_: nI've dealt k,With the
--governmeut- a-long- never-gnna,barek-,-and4ald- for what's been`

_ ,
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At one point there was this exchange over the question of availability of fed-
eral reimbursement for free or reduced price lunches under the new guidelines :

lanthke : "The money is THERE."
1fller: "The money is NOT there."
Ratlike : "It's in the BILL."
Miller I don't care what's in the BILLwhere is the MONEY." --
Bethke : "It's there."
Miller : "Not in

a

MILLER BRISTLES
Rathke Insisted that except for the income guidelines that the new federal

laws on administering the school lunch program are in force. He wondered
whether the district needed any help in complying with them.

Not from you, I don't," Miller snapped. -We are perfectly capable of running
this School District without your help."

Miller also upbraided the delegation for showing up at his office without ask-
lug for an appointment.

-How did you know I wasn't in conferencer Miller asked "You have no
right to come in here and expect us to take care of your whims." Miller said
that if an appointment had been made he could have had district officials fami-,liar with the lunch program on hand to discuss it

"Don't look et me, buddy," Bethke told Miller. "We asked your secretary if
you were available, and she said you were."

Rathke asked Miller whether the delegation could diecuss the school lunch
program with the School Board at a special meeting.

Miller said there was "no possibility" of the board holding such a meeting and
that the delegation could appear at the next regular School Board meeting on
October 15 if it requested a place on the agenda two Weeks ahead of time.

GRO1TV 8 ALIMOATIBITS
-The group's fact sheet alleged that the School District was not complying with

a number_ of provisions of the new school lunch- law and that -the distrlet was
costingthe taxpayers money becauSe it had not applied for the new-higher rate
of federal reimbursement for free or -redneed price-lunches;

"We comply with all laws," Miller said tartly, "federal lawa; State iaws,:mn-
nicipal laws and school district laws." '
- Ho told the groliP that :what the group,wanted, would not pave the taxpayers

as a whole any money. :"In fact; You're piling it on," Miller -said.
.Rathke said:the reason some persons, had not applied for free or reduced-price

Innehes1n Worth- bittle:ROCk Wes thef the' dietriet had not applies-
Cork forms as required- by the ne.w federal law.

_ havn found . out 'this abont human' nature,"- minee said; "if you= distribute
fertile to everYone, then everyOne is needy."
-:Rathke objected .when; Miller said .the _district would, not accept the applica-

tion forms_ being ,distributed by the NWRO to some low-inceme.people here.
"We CAN_ use our_ own.forms, and _we: WILD_use our own forms," Miller said.
Nevertheless; Miller took the applications that members of the Silver City

CommunitV_ Organization bad brought along, some in -paper sacks carried by
children.-

_

[From, the Washtegten post Oet. 14. 19701_
NATE PANEL, Tow or -Aisinsas i BOSOM Ltrie*CH PkOttit&M _

_ (Ri-NiCk
_

OffiCials 'aloe:Tog-reed 'sharPly yesterday, °about whether 'several Million poor chit,-
dien 'etill will be-jclenied free school lunches-by Thanksgiving Daythe-date bY
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which President Nixon has promised that all poor school children will ve
covered.

But there was agreement at a hearing before the Senate Select Committee on
Nutrition ichat local school officials still engage in massive discrimination agaimit
poor children seeking free meals. Sen. Philip Hart (D-Mich.) termed the various
abuses "a litany of horrors."

Rodney Leonard, a consultant for the Nutrition Foundation, said more than
10 million children are eligible for free or reduced price meals, rather than the
6.6 million estimated by the Nixon administration. He said budgeted funds will
fall $100 million to $200 millon short of meeting "tragic needs." Leonard cited a
study by the House Education and Labor Committee to support his estimate of
needy children.

However, Richard Lyng, an Assistant Se. .netary of Agriculture, said later he
believes "we're going to come very close" Lvi-eeding all poor children by Thanks-
giving provided that state and local school officials cooperate fully.

While acknowledging that the actual nt-mber of needy children still is notknown, Lyng said "it seems a little early for criticism, particularly from
Leonard."

Leonard administered the food programs during the Johnson administration.
Lyng pointed out that appropriations for free school lunches have risen from
$42 million in 1969, Leonard's last year as administrator, to $356 million this
year.

Lyng awreed with another point of Leonard's testimonythat many local
school officials still illegally deny benefits to poor children or subject them to
various kinds of discrimination. Among examples Leonard cited were :

Establishing a quota on the number of free lunches, a practice he said exists
in Dallas and other cities.

Publishing the names of eligible families in newspapera, a practice in Cairo,
Neb.

Announcing over the school loudspeaker the names of children who receive
free lunches, a practice in Topeka:

Serving free lunches on differently colored plates, a practice welfare mothers
say exists_in Little Bock.

Withholding or threatening to withhold food, as a disciplinary measure.
Withholding wages earned by children in farm labor to pay for school lunches,

a practice he cited from Chatham, Va.
Requiring children to work for their meals, thereby reqairing them to H11138

classes
All ef these discriminatory practices are, forbidden by the National School

Lunch Act,
:Mit- Kay- Hurley, n Welfare mother froth 'BOsten, iitaSe., said she had, been

arreated for demonstratink againat welfare inequities, and 'no* believes citizen
arrests should be made of, school ,effielals who are violating the School LunchAct , ,

I -

4 6
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(By Mike Feinsilber)
Washington (UPI ).Last December President Nix, aid it was his admin-

istration's goal to make Sure every needy child in Amex a would have access to
a free or cut-price school lunch by Thanksgiving, 1970.

Congress wrote that pledge into law. But with Thanksgiving just around the
corner, the Senate Committee on Nutrition and Human needs was told Tuesday
children still go to school hungry and come home hungry.

Sen. George S. McGovern, D.-S.D., said only half of 9 million eligible children
are being fed The country, he said, "Is bored with hunger."

Witnesses before the committee said many school administrators are reluctatt
to carry out Congress intent. Some are indifferent, they said, and some are
hostile.Rodney Leonard, an official or The Children's Foundation of Washington,
D_C. said some schools use free lunches as a disciplinary tool. They give lunches
to children who behave, he said, and is:ke them away from children who don't.

Glenn D. Fuqua, Director of The Rockingham County Department of Social
Services in Reidsville, N.C., said a paper barrier has been erected between the
hungry child and the lunch that congress wants him to have, He said regula-
tions of the Eden City School System in Eden, N.C. document this.

He quoted from the lunch policy statement of the Eden school systems.
-When, after visitations, investigations, conferences by the principal and

attendance counselor the eligibuity Is verified, the application with recommen-
dations is submitted to the superintendent for final. approval."

A form which must be filled out by the child's parent or guardian declares:
"There is no such thing as a free lunch ! Someone must pay for every lunch
served."The_ application form solicits informationthe family's income, its welfare
payments, its "reason for makinie apPlietitiong for free 'lunches," whether it
owns a car and if so, the make and model, how much rent is paid, whether the
family has paid for achool books, and two' character references."This policy, said Fuqua, "is a mockery of the National School Luz2h
Program."Another witness, Gary Delgado, a field representative for The Children's
Foundation, presented a paper titled "Documented Abuses of the National
School Lunch Act in Arkansas,"

He quoted George Miller, school superintendent in the North Little Rock
School District, as having said he had not dlitributed application forms be-
cause '61 have found out this about human nature, if you distribute a form to
everyone, then everyone is needy."'Tint,' said _Delgado, "the reluctance of school officials to comply with the
law is not confined to Arkansaa or even to the South. He said his organization
heard complaints "from low income people all over the country.

There is a yawninz chasm," said McGovern, ''between what we say we're
going to do and our performance. People wonder whether congress can carry
out its intention and whether peoplefrom the president on downmean what
they say."Sen., Charles M. Percy, R-nl., said "We've put our finger on something that
might almost be a scandal."'

Witar - VraaflL& -UNivnasrra,
Morgantoibii4=Nr.'Va:,' Ootebber-Z1,1970.

Senator GEORG14 MoGovearv, -

Sena4e Soleot-CowS4ttee on Ntaktisn; liiashington,
- _ _

= Drum Sgruertas- MOGovszfrf The _enclosed -_eorrediatidenee -relating to alleged
diseriminatieiCagainet' Poor -childrenrin'the administration or the School Luise}

-:Program iniWest Virginia; is being sentr..t67Ou-fit'therequest'of Robert L. Nolan,M.D.;_Proreseer and,charrnian;--Division-of-r!ublic/Health and Preventive Medi
eine, West _Virginia Vidiersity'Sfedical SehoOl.

Tatat,'Week the .WaS n'Pest= carried anz.article -Kotz making
aware lit -the ,SrAitteilSOleet:Cor-amittee on ,Nutrition euriently in-

oof':-LatifchPinickam::Out experience-indidates there _
is-a =definite =need lion-sicefi .hearings, and _for-Periodic surviSillance of fhe school

---lunch'progrania=at _the:Co:fin = level:by :Pensone- coneeraci-Nvith the- welfare _of
_
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children who are neither part of the school system nor charged with the admin-
istration of the school lunch program. Such surveillance might well be carried
out under the auspice of local or regional legal aid societies with the participa-
tion of citizens including substantial representation from parents of poor
children.

Staff of the Division of Public Health and Preventive Medicine were made
aware of a variety of alleged discriminatory practices by anguished low income
parents who attended the West Virginia Food Nutrition and Health Conference
held at W. Va. University last April.

Some of the alleged practices were similar to those cited by Mr. Kotz, others
were more subtle and from the depth of feeling expressed, apparently were con-
tributing to the alienation of tender young poor children and their families, As
the Division's representative to the Nutrition Conference I came away feeling
that this problem of discrimination against poor children in the schools may not
be confined to the school lunch program and may well affect other aspects of
the poor child's school experience.

It is hoped that the enclosed corresponeence, observations and suggestions will
support the efforts of the Senate 'Select Committee on Nutrition to bring to light
and minimize discriminatory practices in the administration of the school lunch
and other federally derived programs intended to benefit deprived children.

Sincerely yours,-
LYDIA S. ASTON,

Public Health Adviser,
of Pub o Health and Preventive Medicine.

HOR. PAUL C. CAMMT.ETTI,
U.S. Attorney,
Pedera Office Building,
Wheeling, W.Va.

EST VrEGINIA UNWERSITY,
--IforpantOzon,,W.To., Marfa& 8Q,:1910.

DEAR MR. CAMILLETTI : This is in follow-up to our conversation last week in
which I reported. to -yen the claim made at the West Virginia Food, Nutrition
and Health Conference that poor-ehildien are discriminated against in public
schools in this countyby reqUiring them to work for the lunches provided _under
the Federal PrOgranis andalso'bk providing different colored meal tickets to them.

As I indleated a member of my,staff discussed this in a Preliminary waY`with
Dr. Lawrence G. DerthiCk;-'1*.-: WhO-irapliedW defended '. the_ polleYof requiring
work underthe-aferethentioned eireunistances As desirable. ;

diecifinthated:against in the administra--
tion of Federal and local SchoolLianch-Programathist could be a ;violation of any
and all of the billowing ; _

T'Liie National School Luneh Act of 1946 as amended --.
2. The Civil Rights ACts
3. The Child Labor Lawa

EneloSecVlaii: tOpi6;of-lhe_artlele from the student newspaper at West Virginia
UniVers10.4;s=frifoil Diiii*T,Atheriata#6,1-fer _... March_ 26, 1970.7,- You will note in the
secOnd half of ther:artlele -the-allegation eencerning.-diScritainatitin in school
lunches.an'addition to the 8-`ual ofert'diserimination alleged; I Wonder whether
the1Wlitte-:Veeft7 fink, roreipiraey.:thYt individuals Wh-o may _adMinistering the

. program at Various' levels to deny childreialtheir-civii,,,righti4or -benefits under
'IT'he' interest Of :*efir 9,114eel* this iiiittier Le' veil.- much -ftropr&faigd.fPleal

"%Wet if e7V can provide ant additional inferinatioik or assistanee liVeXPlo

11,-a2_444- -Nonaiv;73ED.-,7.D:=74 44 14
ofeitioi and i:/hafrinanrDivtaion of Piablic-Health-:t

Oftats:121.4t,fttiandProbi*tievei Medicine.4
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Hon. PAHL C. CAMMLETTI,
U.S. Attorney,
_Federal Office Building, Wheeling, W. Va..

DEAR Ma. CAurrateprr : As discussed in the student newspaper at West Virginia
Univereity, The Daily Athenaeum for March 27, 1970. I have been aware that
children from Iow-income families have been required to "work" for the free-
lunch program in the Monongaila County Schools.

I support Dr. Robert L. Nolan in any action that might be needed to rectify
this situation.

Since' ely,

MORGANTOWN, W. VA., March31, 1970.

Mrs. LYDIA ASTON.
40 Linden Street, WO,
Morgantown, W.- Va.

Cmarim MArn-r o R.N., M.Bd.

MONONGALIA 00IINTY SCHOOLS,
Morgantown, W. Va., March. 81, 1970.

Dsaa Mae ASTON : I would like to a knowledge and thank you for the clippings
from the Daily Athenaeum relative to the Food and Nutrition Conference recently
held at West Virginia University. I also appreciated your call bringing to my
attention some alleged violations of federal regulations relative to the provision
for free hot lun aes for needy children. I am sure there are two aides to this
question. I do believe that in most of our schools the principals are attempting to
stay within the regulations and take care of children who have real needs.
There are some problems in that each school must stay in the black and some
schools_ have greateer_ needs than others.

I will bring this feedback to the attention of our principals at oar next meeting
on April 22.

Sincerely,rours.

DB. ROBERT lg. NOLAN,
Professor, Modicat Center, University of -Worst '0'0-gin/la,
Morgantown, W. Va. 1 7, .

-DEAR Da. Norisaa : Thank you -for yourr reeent-talephens ,call concerning the
service of free lunches in Morgantown, West Virginia.

We have asked our New Yerk Regional Office to chnek in0 this situation with
the West Virginia Stata-Direator(ofehool,Lunch: We piviitwilfeyoungnin when
we haVe received a report en the matter.

7.

5

S.; DEPAiMMENT or Aoarevr.TUSE,
FOOD ANS' NI:marries SERVIGE,

WcWhingtOn, O.O.; Agri' 12,497g. ,, _ _

!... ,--,77---,,,.2,...--r, ' Ailit ''8,=iciir0:-,.1.-,..4744,; . 3h, 4 ..4,,1 ,,r1, ,en, ,,, , .
r o'°3-1=1*.kw.-,;: Clilatn.i.srrz,

u.s.-A10641444:Fridirat ,,-_, ,,.,1h1:g..p,w-,,,,...=,-i- :
-- , -, r'---_ z' - _ --Urst" -":., -?1". 7-;,' ,it' it; l'T.',. ii7:11s-4, ' _tr.- '-, ,-v,J.;a'atc..1_ , -

naktp
---rn ---..e

Ha.-M.,;OAlitliitMVX.:-.TlipreC
_ ,currgn - btalitterest 4-. _ -- , - ',... .,,,and, PrestOri",ConntieSiii: firVeistigating 4134, Count& SehOot-Het 'MunchiProgranie:

thzregnrd TitioSaible.tiolatiaits 'of,,,VederklIatiituteaanctregalatietaigThIS IS to
elate; to you ;4-tlin .00e..16tk' Rae° flieriliA*eregie4 ,tuittfiti sin60-ffie situakiii. ---l6f41-WitWel .. -

-id,WhalieVe-that FederaLregulatione are
Tolatiid'iThie=16- --''iv . _ _ =kw necessa y the official policy, of the School Adininistra-

ii4Hoviyarer,--- dna to- each- tuneh :program_being run senieWhat -independently, by
v eifalilitheid'ear. -t,the,hudgebmnst balance:Certain' inelties are

-
4.1-1:1t A
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The following are several examples of what has been reported he me personally.
I am not attesting to the verity of each, but merely stating that this is what
was told.

ExAmrtx
Family 4--Mother. 5 children (all in school) , $178/mo.Welfare.
Child 1, 18 yrs. ; University High School ; no school lunch program ; no lunch

eaten.
Child 2, 15 yrs. ; Jr. High ; never applied for free lunch this year ; worked for

it last year, but gc-A: behind in classes ; doesn't eat lunch.
Child 3, 14 yrn Grade School ; get lunch without paying; carrles garbage out

in return ; doesn't mind the work, but objects to doing it in view of other
children.

Child 4, 18 yrs. ; Same as Child&
Child 5, 8 yrs. ; Grade School ; gets tree lunch without working.

EXAMPLE rt

B---Psve grade school girin both work for limches. One sweeps floors.
One who is in the 4th or 5th grade has worked for lanches since Z:Id grade.
Girls are afraid to tell teacher they want frec lunches without working for it.
Also, girla stated that they work while other children eat- and on a few occasions
there was none of the prepared food left for them.

EXAMPLE] ni

ra47141V CMother, B'ather, 6 children (4 in school), $188/tno.Welfare
Child 1,- 15 yrs.; Jr. High ; parents generally buy it, but near end -of mouth

money is gone ; mother has called Board of Education and the particular ,school,
but received ne action. -

Child 2, 14 yrs. ; Jr. High; supposed to he :getting free lunch ; arranged hy
Truant (Meer ; refuses to eat it since other tl.zee do not get free lunch. .

Child 3, 13 yrs.'; Grade School ; no free lunch; generally a sack lunch is sent,
but at end of month no food for it ; on several occasions has been sent home when
no- lunch was brought ; mother reftisee o return ehild-in afternoon when this
happenn due to ream of traffic; etc. ,

Child 4, IV yrs:: Same as Child &

; MZA.MPLE ay:
.

Family DMother, Failler, 7 Children (5 in school) on Welfare and live in
two-room house. Tioy in Grade School-, had, to work, but:on advice. of .Legal, Aid
Society,- he requested free lunch without working for it. Principal granted' this.
EVentually the other children of this fandly did the same. All now,get freeltnich

In addition to ihese exemples, reiiorte of winiiow
lonchenarevrevalent We,,are-mont willing lo-belp in-any-way We eon with this

Troblem.:Solfar-1,ve,lhare merelyattemptedlto handic-this,on.,anindiv_ianarl:hania,
'hoUbit that Alin BehooliAdminiatrationtwOuld;:talin,the'initiatlinitO reniedyt AnY
ineanigen,which ealat and to thin end we *ill prOVide our seriieeii to ._theni in
helping set np a non-diseriminatorylegal lunch program.

Sincerely,

[From the Deity /644A-eaten, Mart 26;

LantirV. Systicesn

'4Viricra° 'filk.tha

IGflT ;pea !mai' iin,nai"inAnn 541514:a Irritients

A. Milne; Annininnt'-itanfialitia'Editoi):
-,Theilirest Virginia,:flunger:Conference-endedi3rpirterday,,not-with-e7hang?but
-with a- fr A '-'4"-AA..-A

The profeasienal welfare workers aluInterition-expertnaPparentlyireeognized
that the ,growls they heard throughout the , three-dOY conference come from

1 2
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hungry stomachs, not from embittered poor who wanted to know how to put
the right nutrients into their diets.

The welfare- hungry did not get any more food to eat, but they made it
known to the professionals that they were hungry.

There were no immediate resolutions or reconmendations, but as one welfare
worker put it : "We organized the poor folks This was the victory of the
con eerence."

The organization s'ae spoke of occurred Tuesday when two workshops were
"taken over" by the poor people. They traded places with the professionals
and told them about hunger from their point of view.

Yesterday's closing session was scheduled to be a follow-up workshop where
all of the recommendations and resolutions proposed during the preceding sessions
would be considered and final drafts paased with the approval of the conference
as a whole.

But this did not happen. The recommendations and resolutions were drafted by
professionals, and when they were presented, the poor people would not go along
with many of them.

9.nce again they organized and after a lengthy seesion came up with their
own list of resolutions and recommendations.

The conference appeared to be heading towards a stalemate, but leaders
resolved the deadlock by appointing a 15-man commaittee composed of six pro-
fessionals and nine welfare hungry to pick the best of both drafts and present
them some time in the near future in the name of the entire conference.

James Childress, aupervisor of the State Departmmt of Welfare in Parkers-
burg was named chairman of the committee and Tony Sabo, a welfare recip-
ient from Morgantown and head of the local Welfare Rights Organization,
was named co-ehairman.

The confrontation between the welfare hungry and the professional welfare
workers and nutritionists at the state hunger conference -which ended yesterday
is indicative of the state of welfare in West Virginia.

Welfare workers and welfare recipients are constantly at odds over who is
to get the benefits, how they are to be distributed, and how they are treated.

The Welfare Department is constantly asking the state for higher allocations
to meet welfare demands and for stricter punitive measures to etorce welfare
regulations. .

The people are caught in the middle. It almost tears your heart out when you
look at them. The welfare hungry. The thin drawn faces, swollen red eyes so
deep with despair that you can't hold their gaze for more than a couple of
seconds.

Their cast-off clothing is too tight or too baggy and their shoes don't fit. Theft
hair IS often tangled and uncombed, but who can afford cosmetics when his
stomach *empty ?

They are slow to speak but quick to anger, especially when the welfare system
is mentioned.

OpenlY they won't admit %they're 'ashamed to b b on welfare and won't readily
aclmowledge the almost aninal-like treatment they receive irom more- affluent
niembere of thecommunity,

nide is- easy to swallow When your kids don't have anything to eat.
"-"-Biat talk te them- Privately-'and they'll tell' you of the angry frustration of
livinCitiequalorxend -of 'the-bitterness- they belie towards the people who look
doWn on therai

They'll tell you stories that- sound-like nightmares ; vdftseribe living conditions
that will make you sick to your stomach_

But-there is nciTreal note Of despair in.their voices. The welfare system offers
them hopa It can feed them, clothe %their children and retrain them for new
Jobs, providing they receive all they'reentitied to..

This is the problem' the- Welfare hungrY haVe to face and this is what they
bad-in mind when they, made .themselvea heard at,the state hunger conference.

The confrontationbettieen the'Welfare hungry and the Professionals was pre-
_ cipitated by-three t major events : The, White. Howie Conference on Food, Nutri-
tion and Health ; the national Head Start conference ; and the attempts by
West %Virginia Gov. ArchtMeore to, channel funds earmarked for,the Head Start- - _ _ . _

pt7ogram into his ktndergarten plan.
1,EY'All_three' instances Xestilted-Jin7major victories for the-poor people. Their prob-
leths received ,natlonal,publicity,_and correethe measures are being developed
'to-solve-the Most urgent ones.7.
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The TAKE-OVERS of two workshops at their state conferencethough
shoddily organized at tlmesappear to have been successful.

They shifted the priorities of the conference from the generalities to the
issue&

They exposed discriminatory practices in the school feeding program such as
making the welfare children work for their free lunches and giving them
different colored meal tickets.

They asked why a persoi must wait 60 days before he can get his first welfare
check, why a person's welfare benefits can be suspended without prior notice,
and why the welfare offices don't trust them.

The welfare poor said people of the community thought they were dirty and
condemned them for asking for help.

"How'd you feel if you're on welfare and working on the state road and you
make $1 an hour while the guy next to you gets $3 for doing the same thing?"
they ask.

They cited these figures for one welfare family of four which received a wel-
fare grant of $13 a month.

$60 a month for rent.
$21 a month for gas.
$11 a month for electricity.
$16 a month for $106 in food stamps (29 cents per person Der meal from

food stamps).
$3 for water hauling.
va 70 a month for lunch for three school children (no free lunch).

This family also has to buy elOthes, shays', toothpaste, soap, wan powders,
bleach, school supplies, mops, brooms, razor blades and all the other staples a
family needs to have a comfortable life.

The statistics are this grim for the other state families on welfare.
Spokesmen for the welfare hungry claimed at the conference that income, not

ignorance, Is the cause of hunger. "The poor are not any more ignorant about
food nutrition than anyone else ; they Just have less money," they said.

These spokesmen charged that the food processing lobby is keeping the poor
people hungry and that 'they will continue to lobby for hunger in the United
States unless we begin to .act now."

"There are at least 1.3 million Americans with no Income," they so id, "yet free
stamps are dlitributed in only two counties in the U.S.

The welfare workers have had their problems too.
One state welfare worker said recently he found it next to impossible to get

the state to taksany punitive measures against school systems which violated
welfare regulation&

The official said that 35 per cent of the people in West Virginia are poor and
infficated that state c 'ficials apparently don't recognize this.

He said a $4 million expenditure by the state could provide a daily hot binch
for every public school student in the statn and charged that Gov. Moore would
rather spend $22 on an Ineffective kindergarten program.


